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ABSTRACT

Increasing retention of quality minority officers is a
high priority of the Marine Corps. Determination of any
differences in survivorship among racial and ethnic groups and
any factors associated with those differences is a first step.
This study analyzed the performance of Marine Corps officers
at different career stages to determine what variables were
associated with success or failure incrementally at successive
career steps or continuously throughout a career. Factors
that significantly impacted performance at all steps through
selection to major were COMMISSIONING SOURCE, GCT SCORE, and
COMPOSITE THIRD STANDING at The Basic School. Additionally,
samples of the Marine officer population, matched according to
level of the significant factors, were used to determine if
success was dependent on race. At the career stages of The

Basic School, selection to captain, and selection to major,

success was independent of race.

/
Accesion For /
NTIS CRA&I ¥
DTIC TAB g
Unanno:-ted O
Jastticst ¢
By
Dwtnboation§
ct@a. Avdailabiilly Codes
6?& i Ay :
‘s Availl and | or
wﬂq Dist Special

ﬁ“c'op iii K)\-\




TABLE OF CONTENTS

I. INTRODUCTION
A. ACCESSIONS

RETENTION .

PROMOTION .

PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION

m O o w

PROBLEM STATEMENT

II. DATA .
A. THE DATABASE

B. THE VARIABLES

ITII. METHOD
A. POPULATION ANALYSIS

1. Cohort Analysis

2. Selection Rate Analysis

3. Risk Factor Analysis

B. MATCHED SAMPLE ANALYSIS

IV. RESULTS
A. POPULATION ANALYSIS
1. Cohort Analysis . .

a. Pre-accession

iv

12

14
14

15

19
19
19
20
21

21

23
23
24

24




B.

b. The Basic School and beyond
2. Selection Rate Analysis

3. Risk Factor Analysis

a. Risk Factors at Successive Career Stages

b. Risk Factors and the Matched Sample

MATCHED SAMPLE ANALYSIS

V. DISCUSSION

A.

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS
1. Population Analysis
a. Cohort Analysis
b. Selection Rate Analysis
c. Risk Factor Analysis
2. Matched Sample Analysis
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
1. Force Structure Instability
2. Differences in Selection Rates
3. Racial Representation within Risk Factors
4. Salient Factors Impacting Selection Rates

METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
A. CONCLUSIONS
B. RECOMMENDATIONS

APPENDIX A

27
31

38

40

43

49
49
49
49
50
50
50
50
51
52
54
54

55

57

57

58

60




APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

vi

61

62

65

71

74

75

81

93

104

108

115

124

128




APPENDIX O . . . . . . .« « « « v v v v v « « v « « o« . 132
LIST OF REFERENCES . . . . . . . . . . . . . « . . . . 144
INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST . . . . . . . « « « « « « . . 1las

vii




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. BACKGROUND

Headquarters, Marine Corps (HQMC) initiated a
comprehensive study of officer performance in preparation for
a Summer 1992 Task Force Review of the Marine Corps
Affirmative Action Plan. The Manpower Analysis, Evaluation
and Coordination Branch ((MA) conducted the analysis at the
request of the Equal Opportunity Branch. For similar
purposes, the Manpower Policy, Planning, Programming and
Budgeting Branch requested MA assistance in compiling a review
of officer accession data to develop an accurate profile of a
successful officer. A perception that the proportion of
minority officers, especially Blacks, was too small was

pinpointed for additional scrutiny.

B. PROBLEM

The problem was to determine if minority officers were at
greater risk of attrition or less satisfactory performance in
training and failure of selection than officers in the general

population.
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C. OBJECTIVES

Accordingly, this study had three objectives. First, to
establish a database of sufficient proportions to track Marine
Corps officer career success from accession to the grade of
O-4. Second, to profile the successful Marine officer; that
is, to determine what variables are associated with success or
failure incrementally at successive career steps oOr
continuously throughout a career from commissioning to
promotion to Field Grade. Third, to determine if race alone

is linked to differences in performance at each career step.

D. SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS

This study analyzed data on the 17,870 Marine officers who
attended The Basic School (TBS) during calendar years 1980 to
1991. This data was partitioned into 12 cohorts corresponding
to year of attendance at TBS.

A cohort analysis sought to determine demographic and
historical differences between the 12 cohorts at three career
milestones: TBS, selection to captain, and selection to major.
Additionally, since data on the pre-accession population was
unavailable, data on the U.S. college population was used to
extrapolate characteristics of the Marine officer population
at that stage.

A selection rate analysis sought to identify factors

associated with success. For the purposes of this analysis,
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success was measured by assignment to Composite Third at TBS,
selection to captain, and selection to major. Factors
associated with low probability of success were identified as
risk factors.

A risk factor analysis sought to determine associations
between risk factors and race. Risk factors having the
greatest impact on minority selection rates were identified.

A matched sample analysis sought to examine success at one
particular career point, selection to captain, by focusing on
those risk factors in which Blacks were over-represented.
Selection rates between racially distinct samples of the
population, that were otherwise carefully matched on these

risk factors, were compared.

E. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
This wide ranging analysis yielded four major findings:

® A force structure instability in terms of key demographic
and Manpower, Personnel, and Training (MPT) factors was
found in the Marine officer corps.

® Assignment to Composite Third at TBS and selection rates
to captain differed significantly by race, among other
factors. Notably, selection rates to major did not differ
significantly by race.

® Differing racial representation in risk factors related to
differences in selection rates was found.

® Race was not a salient factor in determining selection
rates among samples that were otherwise matched on other
significant factors.




I. INTRODUCTION

Headquarters, Marine Corps {HQMC) initiated a
comprehensive study of officer performance in preparation for
a Summer 1992 Task Force Review of the Marine Corps
Affirmative Action Plan. The Manpower Analysis, Evaluation
and Coordination Branch (MA) conducted the analysis at the
request of the Equal Opportunity Branch. For similar
purposes, the Manpower Policy, Planning, Programming and
Budgeting Branch requested MA assistance in compiling a review
of officer accession data to develop an accurate profile of a
successful officer. A perception that the proportion of
minority officers, especially Blacks, was too small was
pirpointed for additional scrutiny. In the words of General
Carl E. Mundy, Commandant of the Marine Corps, "We still have
a lot of work to do in order to achieve an adequate balance of
capable, competitive, promotable minorities throughout our
grades and occupational fields." (Mundy, 1992}.

Recent allegations of racial bias in the officer corps
have brought additional pressure on the Marine Corps to more
closely examine any differences in career patterns along
racial lines. These allegations have come from both inside
and outside the Marine Corps and have been widely covered by
the media (Fuentes, 1993; Gaskins, 1993 (a); Lancaster, 1992;

McDaniel, 1993; Schmitt, 1992). The issue is a divisive one.




Some Marines feel so strongly as to condemn the entire Marine
Corps. Take, for example, a remark made recently in the open
press; "The Marine Corps, so illustrious in history of combat
leadership, evades, avoids and retreats in combating race
bias." (Gaskins, 1993 (b)). Others put the blame squarely at
the top: "Our senior leadership has failed to prepare our
Corps for the <challenges that our ethnically diverse
recruiting pool is now presenting." (Cooper, 1993). Yet, the
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Manpower and Reserve
Affairs believes "There is no single institution more
committed to removing discrimination or racism than the U.S.
Marine Corps." (Palm, 1993).

The more specific issues of minority officer recruitment,
retention, and promotion have also generated much public
discussion in the military press. Many feel that the
promntion and retention disparities suffered by wminority
officers are not caused by racial bias. But, rather, they are
linked to difficulties associated with procuring minority
officer candidates with sufficient entry 1level skills to
enable them to successfully compete with their peers.

According to one officer (Graham, 1993):

The Marine Corps needs to redesign its entire approach
towards minority officer procurement. We are not keeping
pace with corporate America, and are losing the battle for
recruiting highly qualified minorities to £ill our officer
ranks.




A former Officer Selection Officer (0SO) reported that
fierce competition from the corporate world often leaves the
Marine Corps with "... marginally qualified applicants..." who
have difficulty completing the rigorous Officer Candidate
School (OCS). The problem is, simply stated, "...we need to
find more minority candidates who can make it through 0OCS."
(Strotman, 1993).

A high quality officer corps implies one that is diverse
in composition, including race. The Office of the Commandant
considers determining the presence of any differences in
survivorship along racial and ethnic lines and identifying any
factors associated with those differences a high priority.
Policies <concerning promotion, recruiting, performance
evaluation, professional military education, and affirmative
action may be affected. Just as important, if not more so, is
the impact on the "esprit de corps," so vital to the Marine
Corps’ strength. Any perceptions of racial bias must be laid
to rest. Racism, real or imagined, intentional or otherwise,
" . ..is slowly and systematically destroying the morale of
every common Marine." (Gaskins, 1993 (b)).

At least four manpower, personnel, and training (MPT)
factors are typically discussed when addressing minority
representation in the officer corps. They are accession,
retention, promotion, and professional development. A

discussion of these central MPT dimensions follows.




A. ACCESSIONS

A recent DoD study reviewed these issues using data
extracted from the October 1992 Population Representation in
the Military Services Report (Hodge, undated!). This study
highlighted the fact that relatively small numbers of college
age Blacks actually graduate from college and is a major
factor which affects the eligible population, and thus, Black
officer accessions.

North (1993) focused on performance during the early
stages of a Marine Corps officer’s career. Using data from
the Automated Recruit Management System, precommisioning
attrition and attrition from OCS were evaluated. Several
factors, including age, race, physical fitness, results of
standardized educational tests, college background,
commissioning program, and prior service experience, were
statistically related to precommisioning and OCS attrition

rates.?

'This reference is an undated, unsigned memorandum for the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and Personnel)
from the acting Director for Equal Opportunity of the same office.
The memorandum, which is entitled "Black Officer Recruitment,"
presents numerous tables and reviews and discusses salient issues
concerning recruitment, retention, promotion, and professional
development of Black officers throughout the Department of Defense
(DoD). It recommends that DoD establish an objective "...for what
the officer corps should resemble and charge the Services with
developing a strategy to meet that objective." The memorandum was
distributed in late 1992.

’The nature and strength of the relationships between these
predictor variables and outcome measures varied as a function of
stage of training. It is beyond the scope of the present paper to
comprehensively discuss all these relationships. As an example,




B. RETENTION
Three factors have been associated with Black officer
retention rates (Hodge, undated):

® The extent to which Black officers tend to "self select"
or voluntarily separate from the service.

® The relatively small proportion of Black officers in
combat arms, which is a major hindrance to advancement and
retention.

® The relatively large proportion of Black officers who
separate, voluntarily or not, before promotion to major
(0-4) reduces representation in the senior ranks, and
hence, negatively impacts the availability of senior role
models.

Returning to voluntary departure from the service, rather

than involuntary separation, survey results reveal two
distinct findings that influenced Black officers. They are:
® Black officers leave military service because they are
well educated, possess valuable skills, and are in demand

in the civilian sector.

® A lack of Black role models in senior grades, especially
in combat arms fields.

The issue of voluntary separation has been exhaustively
investigated. Two of these studies completed within the past
six years included Marine officers in the analysis. They focus

on an individual’s intention to make military service a 20

however, of a statistical relationship that was affected by changes
in the criterion variable, candidate age was associated with higher
attrition rates at one stage of training, while associated with
lower rates of attrition at another.




year or more career and used data from a 1985 DoD Survey of
Officer and Enlisted Personnel’.

Both studies analyzed personal and intrinsic and extrinsic
job satisfaction factors*. Steele (1987) focused, in part,
on Marine officer retention and reported that commissioning
source impacted an officer’'s career intentions. Reserve
Officer Training Corps (ROTC) commissioned officers were more
likely than service academy graduates to be careerists and
academy graduates were more likely than OCS commissioned
officers. Notably, race did not significantly affect career
intentions. However, the study reported that the impact of
personal factors were relatively small compared to intrinsic
factors. |

Theilman (1990) focused solely on male Marine officer
retention and reported that commissioning source was a
significant factor affecting career intentions. This matched
Steele’s (1987) finding that ROTC officers tend to make a
career of military service. Marital status and Military

Occupational Specialty (MOS) were also related to career

*This survey was conducted by the Defense Manpower Data Center
(DMDC) for the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force
Management and Personnel) for the purpose of establishing a cross
secti. ral database from which military personnel policy issues
could ve studied (Steele, 1987).

‘Intrinsic and extrinsic factors associated with job
satisfaction relate to sources of personal reward. Intrinsic
factors include satisfaction with 3job demands, sense of
accomplishment, and self pride. Extrinsic factors include pay and
benefits, travel opportunities, and quality of family support
provided.




intentions. Those officers who were married with children had
higher retention rates. Officers in combat support MOSs had
lower retention rates than those in combat arms. Again, race

wWhi whi w

C. PROMOTION

Inequalities in promotion rates by race and gender have
been a concern of all the military services in recent years.
Robinson (1992) examined these differences using data from the
Military Equal Opportunity Assessment for each service for
fiscal years 1997 and 1991. Significant differences in
promotion rates kt, race and gender across the services were
reported. Black males had significantly lower promotion rates
than any other group examined. In particular, Black male
Marine promotions to major (0-4), lieutenant colonel (0O-5),
and colonel (0-6) were below the average rate over the period
studied. Robinson (1992) concluded that “"indirect" or
unintentional institutional racial bias in promotions existed
in the services.

Long (1992) examined success in terms of promotion later
in a career. Factors not related to performance were
evaluated to isolate those variables which could be used to
predict selection to the ranks of major, lieutenant colonel,
and colonel. Marine Corps promotion data from 1986 - 1992 and
log linear modeling were used to determine that marital

status, attendance at appropriate level schools, and




attainment of a postgraduate degree significantly affected
selection rates. Performance at TBS was not examined for its
effect on selection rates. ignificant b hei ack of

in nce on_ probabili selection, howev W

gender, and combat experience.

D. PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION

Hodge (undated) determined that the career path of Black
officers, including attendance at appropriate level
professional schools, impacted survivorship. Several studies
have examined Marine officer performance at one particular
professional school, The Basic School (TBS) (Harrington, 1992;
Harrington, 1993; North, 1993). TBS is attended by all Marine
officers after completing OCS and before MOS specific
schooling®.

Harrington (1992) focused on Marine officer performance at
TBS and race. The analysis of performance among officers
attending TBS during 1988 revealed, in part, significant
differences in performance along racial and ethnic lines. The
performance of Black, Hispanic, Other, and White Marines were
evaluated on four historically significant outcome variables
and a fifth variable which was thought to predict future

performance. The first four variables, Academic Average,

The mission of TBS is to train all Marine officers in the
basic skills required of a rifle platoon commander. Additionally,
leadership skills and the Marine Corps’ history, customs,
traditions, and administrative and legal procedures are taught.




Leadership Average, Military Skills Average, and Composite
Average, are traditional measures of performance at TBS.® The
fifth wvariable, also collected at TBS, was the General
Classification Test (GCT) score.’

Six significant findings related to racial and ethnic
differences in officer performance were reported:

® Compared to Blacks, Whites had significantly higher scores
on all five TBS criterion measures.

® Compared to Hispanics, Whites had significantly higher
sc~res on three of the five criterion measures.

® Compared to Others®, Whites had no differences in
performance.

® Compared to all other racial/ethnic categories, Blacks had
significantly lower scores on all five criterion measures.

® Compared to Blacks, Hispanics had significantly higher
scores on all five criterion measures.

® Hispanics and Others had no significant differences in
periormance, except on one criterion measure.

®*The following briefly describes each of these measures.
Academic Average is a compilation of test scores from classroom
based courses such as Administration, Law, and Tactics. Military
Skills Average is derived from practical application of military
skills such as Land Navigation, Marksmanship, and Physical Fitness.
Leadership Average 1is assigned subjectively by the Company
Commander. Composite Average is a compilation of the first three
averages and will be discussed in detail later.

"The GCT was originally developed by the Army in 1940 and with
certain modifications and updating, is still in use today. It was
originally designed to facilitate the initial classification and
assignment of all enlistees and draftees. The test measures
vocabulary, arithmetic reasoning, and spatial perception.

*The data used in this study was partitioned across four
racially based groups: Black, Hispanic, Other, and White. These
categories will be further defined in the next chapter, which deals
with methodology.




Simply stated, the performance of Whites, Hispanics, and
Others differ very little from each other, but the performance
of Blacks on the graded TBS criteria was significantly poorer.

The Marine Corps uses educational measurement scores from
the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), the American College Test
(ACT), and the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery-
Electronics Repair Composite (ASVAB EL) score as one basis on
which to select prospective officers. Approximately 45
percent of all Marine officers qualify for entry based on
their SAT or ACT scores. The remaining 55 percent qualify
based on their ASVAB EL score. Those failing to attain a
minimum score on one of the three tests may qualify for entry
by being granted a waiver, provided their ASVAB EL score is
above an alternative minimum. The minimum qualifying scores
are: SAT - 1000, ACT - 45, ASVAB EL - 120 (waiverable to 115).
The Marine Corps considers the three minimum qualifying scores
as equivalent. However, the alternative minimum ASVAB EL
waiver score of 115 is equivalent to a score of only 890 on
the SAT.

Harrington (1993) examined the relationship between scores

on these tests and performance at TBS and between performance

at TBS and survivorship in the Marine Corps. The study
e hat minoriti w n waiv tar wi
mor Whi .  The study also showed that,

regardless of race, those accessions who possessed waivers

tended to perform more poorly at TBS. The average class
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standing distribution for those qualifying with and without
(shown in parentheses) waivers was: top third - 10.25 percent
(33.65 percent), middle third - 25.90 percent (34.10 percent),
bottom third - 63.85 percent (32.25 percent). Additionally,
the study found that those graduating in the top third have a
higher survivorship rate than the lower two thirds and the
middle third has a higher survivorship rate than the bottom
third.

Institutional racial bias was also addressed. In terms of
class standing, minorities tended to fall in the lower two
thirds in the quantitatively based Academic Average and
Military Skills Average, and the subjectively assigned
Leadership Average. However, of the three performance
variables, Leadership Average had a smaller percentage of
minority officers in the lower two thirds than did Academic
Average or Military Skills Average. This finding is contrary
to what would be expected if intentional institutionalized
racial bias was present. If intentional racial bias was
present, it would be expected that Leadership Average, the
most subjective of the three variables, would contain the
largest percentage of minorities in the lower two thirds.

North (1993) found that performance at TBS was related to
race, educational measurement test scores, college background,
commissioning program, prior service experience, gender, and

marital status. Officers possessing the following

11
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characteristics tended to graduate from TBS with a higher

class standing:

® Prior Marine Corps experience

® White

® Higher SAT scores

® Science or Engineering major

® Naval Academy or Enlisted Commissioning Program
® Male

® Married

® Aviation or Law program guarantee

E. PROBLEM STATEMENT
The question "Are minorities under-represented in the
officer ranks?" leads to many others.

® What is the "right" proportion of minority officers? The
racial demographics of the Marine enlisted popuiation
closely mirror that of American society. Should the
officer population reflect the same?

® Is the average minority officer competitive with the non-
minority officer? The Marine Corps’ average annual
officer accession goal for Blacks hovered at just below 7
percent in recent years, but Blacks comprised just below
5 percent of all college graduates. Has the pressure to
access numbers beyond the fair market share placed some of
these accessions at risk?

® What personal and demographic characteristics determine
success, regardless of race?

Accordingly, this study had three objectives.
® To establish a database of sufficient proportions to track

Marine Corps officer career success from accession to the
grade of 0-4.

12




® To profile the successful Maxine officer; that is,
determine what variables are associated with success
failure incrementally at successive career steps
continuously throughout a career from commissioning
promotion to Field Grade.

® To determine if race alone is linked to differences
performance at each career step.

13
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II. DATA

The population evaluated in this study consisted of all
commissioned Marine officers who attended TBS during calendar
years (CY) 1980 to 1991. As such, the data contained career
information on the 17,946 Marine officers accessed during this
12 year period. There were two exceptions. OCS performance
was not included because data was not available for the entire
period and Warrant Officers were arbitrarily not included. A
twelve year period allowed sufficient time for data from the
early cohorts to mature, thus producing a subset of officers

selected for major.

A. THE DATABASE

The primary source for the data was Headquarters Master
Files (HMF) supplied by the Manpower Analysis Branch. The HMF
provided biographical information and historical career data
for each officer. TBS performance data was collected and
merged with the HMF. The TBS data was drawn from the school’s
source documents and compiled for the first time in early 1993

for the purposes of the present analysis and others.

14




Numerous SAS’ routines were used to manipulate the raw
data into a final, usable format. Most manipulations
concerned collapsing certain variable levels into meaningful
groups. For example, rather than examining the data by
individual TBS class, the same data was partitioned by year of

.
class completion. Incomplete data on some officers (N = 76)
prevented tracking their entire career and these individuals
were excluded from the analysis. The final database contained
17,870 cases. Appendix A, starting on page 60, shows the
final SAS file format. The data itself is on the mainframe

computer at the Naval Postgraduate School.

B. THE VARIABLES

The classes of variables used in the analysis relate to
biographical information and to <career history and
performance. Table 1 contains a description of all the
pertinent variables used in the analysis.!® Most variables
were expressed as discrete, categorical data, far fewer were
continuous. Six important variables used throughout the study

are defined below.

’This study used SAS, Version 6 for most data manipulation and
all statistical analysis. SAS is a registered trademark of the SAS
Institute Inc., Cary, N.C., U.S.A.

The variable names in this table are not intuitively
interpreted at first. Therefore, a description of each variable is
provided to familiarize the reader. Similar interpretations for
variable values are included. This will enable the reader to
cross-reference the variable names throughout this analysis with
the table’s narrative description.

15




S8N: Social Security Numbers were used for identification
purposes only. Privacy Act regulations prohibit
displaying SSNs when linked to specific personal and/or
professional data. SSN was not used in the analysis.

RACE/ETHNIC: The four racial/ethnic categories used by
the HMF are: Black, Hispanic, Other, and White. "Other"
is comprised of the racial/ethnic categories of American
Indian, Alaskan Native, Asian, Pacific 1Islander, and
Unknown/other.

MARITAL STATUS: Categories of marital status used by the
HMF include married, single, annulled, separated, widowed,
and divorced. Only married and single were used in this
study because the other categories contained very small
frequencies of response. "Single" was comprised of all
categories other than married.

COMMISSIONING SOURCE: A coarse source of entry code was
provided by MA. 1In general, these codes combine several
specific commissioning programs into related categories.

The categories used are: Platoon Leaders Course (PLC),
Officer Candidate Course (OCC), service academy (ACAD),
Reserve Officer Training Course (ROTC) , Enlisted

Commissioning Programs (ECP), Other.

COMPOSITE THIRD: Officer students at TBS are assigned
four performance related grades; Academic Average,
Leadership Average, Military Skills Average (not used 1980
- 1983), and Composite Average. The Composite Average is
derived from the other three grades using the following

weightings: Academic Average - 38 percent, Leadership
Average - 32 percent, Military Skills Average - 30
percent. Officer students are assigned a Composite

Standing based on their Composite Average rank within
their TBS class. Each TBS class is grouped into thirds
(top, middle, bottom) for duty assignment purposes, based
on the Composite Standings. This study used Composite
Third as a measure of performance at TBS.

OCCUPATIONAL FIELD: There are over 60 primary MOSs to

which an officer can be assigned. This study combined
MOSs into occupational fields based on major type of
specialty. The categories of occupational fields used

were: Aviator (AVIATOR) (both fixed and rotary wing Naval
Aviators and Naval Flight Officers), Combat Arms (CBTARMS)
(Infantry, Artillery, Armor, Tracked Vehicles), Combat
Support (CBTSPT) (Intelligence, Engineer, Communications,
Signal Intelligence), and Combat Service Support (CSVCSPT)
(all others).

16




Data on neither the officer applicant population nor the
eligible officer population were available from HQMC. The
officer applicant population consists of all prospective
officer candidates with whom an O0SO makes contact. The
eligible officer population includes all citizens within the
age limits who are college students or graduates and who are
pl ysically, mentally, and morally qualified for entry into the
Marine Corps. To compensate for this absence of data, data on
the U.S. college population was obtained from the U.S.
Department of Education. This data provided information on
the racial/ethnic, gender, and age distribution of the college
population during the period of interest. It was used as a
basis to extrapolate certain aspects of pre-accession
characteristics of the Marine officer population. This raw

data is contained in Appendix B, starting on page 61.
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TABLE 1

PERTINENT VARIABLES USED

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION VALURS
AMARITAL Marital status at TBS M=Married, S=Single
C THIRD Composite third at TBS 1=Top, 2=Middle, 3s=Bottom
CAPAGE Age when considered for Captain {(Capt) 26-27, 28-29, 30-31, >=31
CCLSNON Amphibious Warfare School (AWS) O=No, l=Yes
Nonresident complete when considered for
Capt
CMARITAL Marital status when considered for Capt M=Married, S=single
COCCFLD Occupational field when considered for AVIATOR, CBTARMS, CBTSPT,
Capt CSVCSPT
CSEL Selected to Capt (ever) 0=No, l=Yes
GCTSUM GCT score summary < 120, >= 120
GENDER F=Female, M=Male
MAJAGE Age when considered for Major (Maj) 34-41
MCLSRES Attended AWS by time considered for Maj 0=No, 1=Yes
MILSNON Command & Staff Nonresident complete when 0=No, 1=Yes
considered for Maj
MMARITAL Marital status when considered for Maj M=Married, S=Single
MOCCFLD Occupational field when considered for Maj AVIATOR, CBTARMS, CBTSPT,
CSVCSPT
MSEL Selected to Maj (ever) 0=No, l=Yes
OCCFLD Occupational field assigned at TBS AVIATO ., CBTARMS, CBTSPT,
CSVCSPT
RACE ETH Race/Ethnicity BLACK, HISPANIC, OTHER, WHITE
SOURCE Commissioning source XA=PLC, XB=OCC, XC=ACAD,
XD=ROTC, XE=ECP, XX=OTHER
SSN Used for identification only
TBSAGE Age at TBS 20-35
YR _CY of TBS completion
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III. METHOD

The methodology used in this analysis fell into two
distinct approaches; a "population analysis" and a "matched
sample analysis." The population analysis evaluated each of
the 12 specific cohort groups to explore for differences
between them and to identify factors that relate to success.
The matched sample analysis evaluated racially homogeneous
samples, carefully matched on salient predictors of success,
to explore for different promotion rates between races. These

approaches are discussed more fully below.

A. POPULATION ANALYSIS
The overall Population Analysis was partitioned into three
parts. The first part, a cohort analysis, explored for
differences between the twelve cohorts. The second part, a
selection rate analysis, sought to identify factors that
impacted promotion. The third part, a risk factor analysis,
determined the extent to which factors identified by the
selection rate analysis were represented in each racial/ethnic
category.
1. Cohort Analysis
The Marine officer population was partitioned into 12
cohorts corresponding to CY of attendance at TBS. These 12

cohorts were examined for differences on the variables listed
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in Table 1. SAS was used for all computation and statistical
analysis throughout this study.

The frequency of response for each variable level was
computed. A chi square test was then used to test the
significance of differences between the twelve cohorts in the
proportion of subjects in each factor level. The college
population data were likewise analyzed and compared to those
from the Marine officer population. Again, the purpose of
this analysis was to explore for and test the significance of
differences between cohorts to identify stability or trends
across the twelve year period.

2. Selection Rate Analysis

This analysis sought to identify factors associated
with success at three major career points; (1) performance at
TBS, (2) selection to captain (0-3), and (3) selection to
major (0-4). Selection to first 1lieutenant (0-2) was not
considered a major career point since this rank is awarded as
a matter of course after 24 months of commissioned service.

Success was defined differently for each career

milestone. At TBS, success was defined in terms of class
standing as measured by Composite Third ("top," "middle,"
"bottom"). Since Class Standing has a wide ranging impact on

aspects of an officar’s career, it was considered to be highly
correlated to other possible predictors of success. For

example, Lineal Standing and Primary MOS are assigned at TBS
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based principally on Class Standing. At the 0-3 and 0O-4
promotion levels, success was simply defined as promotion to
that grade.

The data was analyzed to determine which, if any, of
the variables predicted success at the three career
milestones. For each variable, differences in selection rates
to 0-3 and 0-4 were examined as a function of the level of
that variable. Assignment rates to Composite Third at TBS
were similarly examined.

3. Rigk Factor Analysis

Those factors on which selection rates were found to
be contingent (statistically significant) were used as the
basis for the Risk Factor Analysis. This analysis compared
the proportion of each racial/ethnic group associated with the
levels of each risk factor. The Risk Factor Analysis of TBS
performance used the entire officer population. Only those
officers considered "in-zone" for selection to 0O-3 and 0-4

were used for the analysis at those career milestones.

B. MATCHED SAMPLE ANALYSIS

The objective of the Matched Sample Analysis was to
determine if race alone was a factor in promotion rate. The
means by which this determination was made was to select
samples matched on all salient predictor variables (determined
by Selection Rate Analysis) and differing only by race. These

matched samples were examined for different selection rates.

21




The Matched Sample Analysis was applied to two distinctly
different data sets. The first data set was partitioned
according to variable levels that were associated with an
above average or below average selection rate. The second
data set was partitioned according to variable levels grouped
into thirds according to selection rate. Selection rates for
each racial/ethnic group, partitioned as above, were then
compared. For example, the Selection Rate Analysis showed
that officers graduating TBS in the top and middle thirds were
selected to captain at an above average rate. A sample
containing only those officers graduating in the top and
middle thirds from TBS was constructed. This sample was then
examined for differences in selection rate by race. Similar
analyses were erformed on those officers graduating in the
bottom third, who, on average, were selected to captain at a

below average rate.
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IV. RESULTS

Given the sheer volume of data for the Marine officer
database (N = 17,870), the number of cohorts (N = 12),
variables (N = 20), career stages (N = 4), and statistical
analyses, certain structural and stylistic conventions will be
used to present the results. The chapter is divided into two
broad sections. The first section presents the results of the
Population Analysis, which examined for statistically
significant differences across various partitions of the
twelve cohorts. The second section presents the results of
the Matched Sample Analysis, which sought to demonstrate the
relationship of race to selection rates.

All raw data is relegated to appendices where it is
indexed and reported in tabular form. In instances where
statistical significance is reported in the text, the
associated statistic and its significance level are footnoted
to provide a smoother flow of text. Only the most salient and
general graphics will be included in the text, others will be

presented in appendices cited.

A. POPULATION ANALYSIS

Results of the three analyses that comprised the

Population Analysis are given below. The g¢ohort analysis

examined the twelve cohorts for differences between them. The
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selection rate analysis explored for different selection rates

at various career points as a function of salient variables.
The risk factor analysis linked variables associated with
decreased probability of selection to race. For the purpose
of these analyses, stages of career progression were defined
as pre-accession, performance at TBS, selection to captain,
and selection to major.
1. Cohort Analysis

a. Pre-accession

For a complete evaluation of the 12 cohort groups,
it would have been necessary to examine the Marine Corps pre-
accession population to determine if significant differences
occurred in the composition of the twelve cohorts at the onset
of a career. However, that was not possible because Marine
Corps pre-accession data was unavailable. 1Instead, the U.S.
college population during the same period was used as a basis
from which to extrapolate demographic characteristics of the
Marine officer pre-accession population.

There were roughly 10,000,000 college students for
each year examined. Three variables were selected on which to
partition the data. These variables were selected because
they were the only ones common to both data sets; that is,
common to the college population and the Marine Corps database
developed for this study. The three variables were

racial/ethnic group, age, and gender. Chi square tests were
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used to test for significant differences between the cohorts
on each of the three variables.

Results of the analysis showed that the proportion
of the college student population in each racial/ethnic, age,
and gender group varied significantly across the cohorts.!!
However, histograms of the college population show a generally
smooth trend from one year to the next. For example, Figure

1 depicts the changing proportions of males and females in the

Cohort Years
90 80

40 42 44 46 48 S0 52 54 5 58 60
Percentage of Cohort

Figure 1 Percent enrolled in college by gender and cohort.

iThe actual ste-‘stics for each variable were: RACE_ETHNIC
(chi sg=26798.643, d: , p=0.000); AGE (chi sg=332939.52, df=18,
p=0.000) ; GENDER (chi =3=46417.103, df=10, p=0.000).
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college population over the years of interest. The histogram
shows the smooth, orderly changes in proportions which, upon
further analysis, were demonstrated to be linearly related to
cohort year.!?

The first opportunity to explore for differences in
the demographic characteristics of the Marine officer database
on the same three variables used in the college population
analysis - racial/ethnic group, age, and gender - was in
assignment to Composite Third at TBS. In general, like the
college population, demographic characteristics of the Marine
officer population fluctuated significantly across the years.
The variations, however, did not reveal any trends. Instead,
they appeared erratic.

For example, Figure 2 shows the proportions of
males and females attending TBS across the twelve cohorts.
Visual inspection of the TBS data in Figure 2 and comparison
with the college population data in Figure 1 reveals the TBS
data’s erratic fluctuations, contrasted to the college data’s

smooth trend.?!? Similar results were obtained from

2The 1linear equation relating the proportion of males
attending college to cohort year was: Proportion = 71.56 - 0.29Year
+ e. The sample correlation coefficient was: r = 0.92. For the
proportion of females attending college: Proportion = 28.30 + 0.30
Year + e, r = 0.96.

BThe 1linear equation relating the proportion of males
attending TBS to cohort year was: Proportion = 89.66 + 0.07Year +
e. The sample correlation coefficient was: r = 0.32. For the
proportion of females attending TBS: Proportion = 10.34 - 0.07Year
+ e, r=0.32,
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Cohort Years
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e
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Percentage of Cohort (80 added to Female for comparison)

Figure 2 Percent at TBS by gender and cohort.

comparisons of the two other variables - proportion of
racial/ethnic group and age - and are reported in Appendix C
at page 62. To the ex;ggt that the demographic
characteristics reflected in>‘the TBS data could be
meaningfully compared with that of the college data, it
appeared that the two populations were markedly dissimilar.
b. The Basic School and beyond

The TBS population consisted of 17,870 officers

grouped by cohort corresponding to CY of attendance at TBS.

The Captain population consisted of 12,772 officers, grouped

by cohort, who attended TBS from 1980 to 1988 and who had been
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considered in-zone for selection to captain. The Major
population consisted of 1,287 officers, grouped by cohort, who
attended TBS in 1980 and 1981 and who had been considered in-
zone for selection to major. These three populations provide
a "snapshot" of the Marine officer population at each career
milestone. The factors analyzed at each milestone were chosen
for their unique relevance at that career step.

The TBS population (N = 17,870) varied significantly
in proportions across the cohorts with respect to all factors
examined. These factors and their variable names as
contained in the data set are listed below.

® Age at TBS (TBSAGE)

® Marital status at TBS (AMARITAL)

® GCT score, grouped into ranges (GCT_RG)

® Gender (GENDER)

® Occupational field assigned at TBS (OCCFLD)
® Racial/ethnic group {RACE_ETH)

® Commissioning source (SOURCE)

Taken together, the TBS analysis revealed that
there were statistically significant year-to-year differences

on the seven important demographic and outcome variables

4The actual statistics were: TBSAGE (chi sqg=428.393, df=99,
p=0.000); AMARITAL (chi sg=30.091, df=11, p=0.002) ; GCT_RG (chi
sq=204.732, df=33, p=0.000); GENDER (chi sqg=28.705,  df=11,
p=0.003); OCCFLD (chi sg=352.769, df=33, p=0.000); RACE_ETH (chi
sq=209.473, df=33, p=0.000); SOURCE (chi sg=1347.149, df=55,
p=0.000) .
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listed above. Moreover, visual examination of the histograms
in Appendix D, starting on page 65, revealed that these year-
to-year differences did not form a trend line but, instead,
were quite erratic. Figure 3, for example, depicts this
general finding. Specifically, it depicts the percentege of
each cohort assigned to each occupational field at TBS over

the years examined.

-

CSVCSPT

CBTARMS
8

-

o
AVIATOR

8

3 8 13 18 23 28 3 38 43 48
Percentage of Cohort

Figure 3 Percent at TBS by occupational field and cohort.
The Captain population (N = 12,772) showed

statistically significant differences on four factors.!®

® Age when considered for selection to captain (CAPAGE)

The actual statistics were: CAPAGE (chi sq=480.649, df=72,
p=0.000); CCLSNON (chi sg=284.338, df=8, p=0.000); COCCFLD (chi
sq=177.124, df=24, p=0.000); CSEL (chi sq=140.875, df=8, p=0.000).
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® Completion of Amphibious Warfare School (AWS) Nonresident
package by time considered for captain (CCLSNON)

® Occupational field when considered for captain (COCCFLD)

® Selection to rank of captain (CSEL)

Only one factor of the five considered relevant at this career
stage failed to attain statistical significance, namely,
marital status when considered for selection to captain
(CMARITAL) . Again, as in the TBS analysis, the Captain
population revealed widely fluctuating proportions across the
cohort groups on these factors. Appendix E, starting on page
71, contains histograms for the Captain population.
The Major population (N = 1,287) differed

significantly on four of the six factors considered.®®

® Age when considered for selection to major (MAJAGE)

® Marital status when considered for major (MMARITAL)

® Attendance at AWS Resident course by time considered for
major (MCLSRES)

® Selection to rank of major (MSEL)

There were no significant differences in proportions across
the cohorts on two factors; Occupational field at time
considered for major (MOCCFLD), and Completion of Command and

Staff College Nonresident course by time considered for major

¥The actual statistics were: MAJAGE (chi sg=16.549, df=7,
p=0.021); MMARITAL (chi sg=7.855, df=1, p=0.005); MCLSRES (chi
sqg=5.327, df=1, p=0.021); MSEL (chi sg=19.973, df=1, p=0.000).
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(MILSNON) . Appendix F, starting on page 74, contains
histograms for the Major population.

As previously stated, che Cohort Analysis sought to
explore for differences between the cohorts on demographic or
outcome variables related to performance or status at each
career stage. Table 2 summarizes this analysis and lists
those variables on which the cohorts did or did not differ.

TABLE 2

" COHORT ANALYSIS

POPULATION SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES NO SIGNIFICANT
ACROSS COHORTS BY: DIFFERENCES BY:

TBS TBSAGE, AMARITAL,
GCT_RG, GENDER, OCCFL
RACE ETH, SOURCE

CAPTAIN CAPAGE, CCLSNON, CMARITAL
COCCFLD, CSEL |

MAJOR MAJAGE, MMARITAL, MOCCFLD, MILSNON
MCLSRES, MSEL

2. Selection Rate Analysis
This analysis sought to identify the extent to which
various factors impacted success at three career milestones;

assignment to the top Composite Third at TBS, promotion to
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captain, and promotion to major.}’ For this analysis, all 12
cohorts were collapsed to provide one large population.?®
The analysis showed that six variables were

systematically related to assignment to Composite Third at
TBS.!” These variables were:

® Racial/ethnic group (RACE_ETH)

® Gender (GENDER)

® Commissioning source (SOURCE)

® GCT score, partitioned by "less than 120" and "greater
than or equal to 120" (GCTSUM)

® Age at TBS (TBSAGE)

® Marital status at TBS (AMARITAL)

"This section of text focuses exclusively upon success; that
is, assignment to the top Composite Third at TBS, promotion to
captain, and promotion to major. This decision was based on the
volume of data, the extent of the analysis, and the desire to make
its presentation manageable to the reader. Accordingly, failure
data; that is assignment to the bottom third or failure of
selection is not reported in the body of the text. These data are
available to the interested reader in the various appendices
referenced in this chapter.

8Since the Cohort Analysis showed that the composition of the
12 cohorts varied from year to year, the selection rate analysis
would have had to separately consider each individual cohort should
these differences be taken into account. This would entail 36
separate analyses to consider the three career milestones in each
of the 12 cohorts. Since the topic of practical interest was to
develop a Marine Corps wide perspective of the selection rate
issue, and not a detailed examination of specific cohorts, the data
were simply collapsed.

®The statistics were: RACE_ETH (chi sg=752.665, df=6,
p=0.000); GENDER (chi sg=45.098, df=2, p=0.000); SOURCE (chi
sq=710.303, df=10, p=0.000); GCTSUM (chi sg=937.252, df=2,
p=0.000); TBSAGE (chi sqg=192.347, df=18, p=0.000); AMARITAL (chi
sq=64,820, df=2, p=0.000).
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This finding indicates that 1levels of each of the s8ix

variables listed above affect performance at TBS as measured

by Composite Third standing. "Hj isk" \'4
fi hose Soci wi w ianm
the top Composite Third. Table 3 presents a summary of the

high risk factor levels. Again, these are the variable levels
that appeared in the top Composite Third at the lowest rate.
For example, from Table 3, regarding the factor racial/ethnic
group, of the four levels (BLACK, HISPANIC, OTHER, and WHITE),
Blacks had the 1l/ jest representation (8 percent) in the top

Composite Third at TBS.

TABLE 3
ASSIGNMENT TO TOP THIRD - HIGH RISK LEVELS
AVERAGE ASSIGNMENT RATE = 33.33 PERCENT
FACTOR LEVEL ASSIGNMENT RATE
PERCENT
ll RACE ETH BLACK 8.35 -
GENDER FEMALE 27.31
SOURCE XB (0CC) 26.38
GCTSUM <120 16.82
n TBSAGE 23, 24, 25 31.46, 27.78, 28.20
AMARITAL | _31.28

Complete frequency tables, including chi square critical
values and p-values, detailing assignment to each of the
Composite Thirds are provided in Appendix G, starting at page

75.
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Selection rates to captain differed significantly on

eight variables.?°

® CY of attendance at TBS (YR)

® Racial/ethnic group (RACE_ETH)

® Commissioning source (SOURCE)

® GCT score (GCTSUM)

® Composite Third at TBS (C_THIRD)

® Occupational field assigned at TBS (OCCFLD)

® Occupational field at captain (COCCFLD)

® AWS Nonresident package completion at captain (CCLSNON)

Notably, selection to captain was not affected by gender
(GENDER) .

The significant differences in selection rates by
occupational field at TBS (OCCFLD) is explained by the
presence of aviators. These officers incur a longer initial
obligation to the Marine Corps. Their survivorship 1is a
function of a 1long training pipeline. When AVIATOR was
removed from consideration, there were no significant
differences in selection rates. However, differences in
selection rates by occupational field at time considered

(COCCFLD) cannot be explained by the presence of aviators, who

#The statistics were: YR (chi sqg=140.875, df=8, p=0.000);

RACE_ETH (chi sqg=76,980, df=3, p=0.000); SOURCE (chi sg=294.819,
df=5, p=0.000); GCTSUM (chi sq=98.689, df=1, p=0.000); C_THIRD (chi
8q=611.698, df=2, p=0.000); OCCFLD (chi sq=636.282, df=3, p=0.000);
COCCFLD (chi s8q=696.544, df=3, p=0.000); CCLSNON (chi sg=15.891,

df=1, p=0.000).
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were selected at a rate of 95 percent. Even with AVIATOR
removed, there was still a significant difference (chi square
= 67.774, df = 2, p = 0.000). Combat Service Support
(CSVCSPT) was selected at a rate of 73 percent, compared to 65
percent for Combat Arms (CBTARMS) and 66 percent for Combat
Support (CBTSPT) .

While the selection rate for those who had not
completed the AWS Nonresident package (CCLSNON) was just
slightly less than average (73 percent), those who had
completed the package were selected at a higher than average
rate of 81 percent.

Table 4 presents a summary of the high risk levels
associated with selection to captain. For example, from Table
4, while the average selection rate to captain was 74 percent,
the selection rate for Blacks was 60 percent. Complete
frequen~v tables concerning selection rates to captain,
includ.. ., chi square critical values and p-values, are found

in Appendix H beginring on page 81.
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TABLE 4

SELECTION TO CAPTAIN - HIGH RISK LEVELS
AVERAGE SELECTION RATE = 73.83 PERCENT

FACTOR LEVEL SELECTION RATE
PERCENT

RACE ETH BLACK 59.94
SOURCE XB (0CC) 66.26
GCTSUM <120 65.76
C_THIRD 3 61.24
% OCCFLD CBTSPT 66.36
COCCFLD CBTARMS 65.48

“ CCLSNON 0 73.47 H
SRS e

A striking change was encountered in results from the

Major Selection Rate Analysis. Fewer factors influenced

selection and their nature changed. Selection rates to major

differed significantly on only five of the eleven factors

considered.?

CY of attendance at TBS (YR)

GCT score (GCTSUM)

Composite Third at TBS (C_THIRD)

AWS Resident Course attendance at major (MCLSRES)

Command and Staff College Nonresident package completion
at major (MILSNON)

The statistics were: YR (chi sg=19.973, df=1, p=0.000);
GCTSUM (chi sg=5.850, df=1, p=0.016); C_THIRD (chi sq=46.565, df=2,
p=0.000); MCLSRES (chi sg=78.548, df=1, p=0.000); MILSNON (chi
sq=24.799, df=1, p=0.000).
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There were no significant differences in selection rates on
the remaining six factors.

® Racial/ethnic group (RACE_ETH)

® Gender (GENDER)

® Commissioning source (SOURCE)

® Occupational field assigned at TBS (OCCFLD)

® Occupational field at captain (COCCFLD)

® Occupational field at major (MOCCFLD)

Those officers who attended AWS by the time considered
for major (MCLSRES) were selected at a rate of 73 percent,
those not attending AWS were selected at a rate of 48 percent.
The selection rate for those completing the Command and Staff
College Nonresident program (MILSNON) was 74 percent, compared
to 55 percent for those not completing the program.

Table 5 contains high risk levels associated with
selection to major. Appendix I, on page 93, contains
frequency tables, chi square critical values and p-values.

TABLE 5

SELECTION TO MAJOR - HIGH RISK LEVELS
AVERAGE SELECTION RATE = 57.50 PERCENT

FACTOR LEVEL ASSIGNMENT RATE
PERCENT

GCTSUM 49.75
C_THIRD 44.69
MCLSRES 48.08
MILSNON 54.68
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3. Risk Pactor Analysis
This analysis examined the cross-relationships between
a specific factor - racial/ethnic group - and other factors
associated with significantly different selection rates.
Stated differently, it sought to determine the extent to which
each of the four racial/ethnic groups were represented in high
risk levels of each factor.
a. Risk Factors at Successive Career Stages
In the TBS population, the proportions of each
racial/ethnic group that fell in the various levels of four
specific factors were significantly different.?* These four
factors were:
® CY of attendance at TBS (YR)
® Commissioning source (SOURCE)
® GCT score (GCTSUM)

® Composite Third at TBS (C_THIRD)

The clear expectation is that the races would be
equally represented in all levels of each of the four factors
identified above, but they were not, as the following example
using GCT scores demonstrates. The factor GCT Score had two
levels - less than 120, and greater than or equal to 120. The

percentage of Blacks, Hispanics, Others, and Whites having

#The statistics were: YR (chi sqg=209.473, df=33, p=0.000);
SOURCE (chi sg=235.984, df=15, p=0.000); GCTSUM (chi sg=659.319,
df=3, p=0.000); C_THIRD (chi sg=752.665, df=6, p=0.000).
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scores of less than 120 was 52, 35, 26, and 18 respectively.
The actual percentages with which the racial groups fall into
each of the four factors and their associated levels for the
TBS population are given in Appendix J, starting on page 104.
In the Captain population, the proportions of each

racial/ethnic group that fell in the various levels of six of
seven factors considered were significantly different. These
factors were:?

® CY of attendance at TBS (YR)

® Commissioning source (SOURCE)

® GCT score (GCTSUM)

® Composite Third at TBS (C_THIRD)

® Occupational field assigned at TBS (OCCFLD)

® Occupational field at captain (COCCFLD)

There were no significant differences by race for completion
of the AWS Nonresident package at captain (CCLSNON). Details
of the Risk Factor Analysis of the Captain population are
found in Appendix K, starting on page 108.

In the Major population, the proportions of each

racial/ethnic group that fell in the various levels of six of

23The statistics were: YR (chi sg=162.775, df=24, p=0.000);
SOURCE (chi sg=207.989, df=15, p=0.000); GCTSUM (chi sg=470.615,
df=3, p=0.000); C_THIRD (chi sg=523.740, df=6, p=0.000); OCCFLD
(chi sg=148.769, df=9, p=0.000); COCCFLD (chi sq=98.876, df=9,
p=0.000) .
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nine factors ~<onsidered were significantly different. These
six factors were:?*

® Commissioning source (SOURCE)

® GCT score (GCTSUM)

® Composite Third at TBS (C_THIRD)

® Occupational field assigned at TBS (OCCFLD)

® Occupational field at captain (COCCFLD)

® Occupational field at major (MOCCFLD)

There were no significant differences on the following
factors.

® CY of attendance at TBS (YR)

® AWS Resident attendance at major (MCLSRES)

® Command and Staff Nonresident completion at major
(MILSNON)

Appendix L, starting on page 115, contains details of the Risk
Factor Analysis for the Major population.
b. Risk Factors and the Matched Sample
Since this analysis focused on the role race played
in impacting Marine officer success, selection rates to
captain were by far the most critical for two reasons. First,

selection rates to major (0-4) simply did not differ along

%The statistics were: SOURCE (chi sq=99.138, df=15, p=0.000);
GCTSUM (chi sg=60.617, df=3, p=0.000); C_THIRD (chi sg=52.898,
df=6, p=0.000); OCCFLD (chi sg=19.784, df=9, p=0.019); COCCFLD (chi
sg=20.708, df=9, p=0.000); MOCCFLD (chi sq=27.595, df=9, p=0.001).
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racial/ethnic lines. Second, while assignment to Composite
Third at TBS did differ by racial/ethnic group, it does not
impact career length until an officer is considered for
selection to captain (0-3). Promotion to first lieutenant (O-
2) is not affected since it occurs automatically after 24
months of commissioned service.

The Selection Rate Analysis of the Captain
population showed that Blacks were selected at the lowest rate
of any racial/ethnic group. Table 6 shows the percentage of
Blacks considered in-zone for captain that fell into the high
risk levels of each factor shown to significantly affect

selection rates to that rank.

TABLE 6
PERCENTAGE OF BLACKS FALLING INTO HIGH RISK LEVELS WHEN “
CONSIDERED FOR SELECTION TO CAPTAIN
FACTOR LEVEL PERCENT OF BLACKS
SOURCE XB (0CC) 26.55
GCTSUM <120 49.69
C_THIRD 3 70.34
OCCFLD CBTSPT 10.87
COCCFLD CBTARMS 26.55

Of all the levels for each factor listed in the

first column of Table 6, those reported in the second column
were associated with the lowest selection rates to captain.

For the first three factors listed in Table 6, Blacks were
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clearly overrepresented in the high risk levels. For example,
from Table 4 on page 36 and Table 6 above:

® Roughly 27 percent of all Blacks, a higher proportion than
any other racial/ethnic group, were accessed through the
Officer Candidate Course, the accession source with the
lowest selection rate to captain (66 percent), contrasted
to the average selection rate (74 percent).

® Half of all Blacks, a higher proportion than any other
racial/ethnic group, scored less than 120 on the GCT, the
range with the lowest selection rate to captain (66
percent), contrasted with the average selection rate (74
percent) .

® Roughly 70 percent of all Blacks, more than any other
racial/ethnic group, were assigned to the bottom Composite
Third at TBS, the third with the lowest selection rate to

captain (61 percent), contrasted with the average
selection rate (74 percent).

Furthermore, from the perspective of
overrepresentation in high risk factor levels, over 55 percent
of all Blacks were accessed through Platoon Leaders Course
(PLC) and Officer Candidate Course (OCC). These were the only
two commissioning sources associated with less than average
assignment rates to the top third at TBS.

By contrast, with respect to the last three factors
listed in Table 6:

® A lower percentage of Blacks (11 percent) than Hispanics
(13 percent) were found in Combat Support (CBTSPT), the
occupational field assigned at TBS (OCCFLD) with the
lowest selection rate to captain (66 percent), contrasted
to the average selection rate (74 percent).

® A lower percentage of Blacks (27 percent) than Whites (31
percent) or other minorities (33 percent) was found in
Combat Arms (CBTARMS), the occupational field at captain

(COCCFLD) with the lowest selection rate (65 percent),
contrasted to the average selection rate (74 percent).
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® A slightly lower percentage of Blacks (94 percent) than
any other group except Hispanics (94 percent) did pot
complete the Amphibious Warfare School Nonresident package
(CCLSNON), the status with the lowest selection rate (73
percent), cortrasted to the average selection rate (74
percent) .

B. MATCHED SAMPLE ANALYSIS

The Matched Sample Analysis compared selection rates to
captain by racial/ethnic groups matched on the three factors
found to have the highest percentage of Blacks in high risk
levels; that is, Commissioning Source (SOURCE), GCT Score
(GCTSUM) , and Composite Third at TBS (C_THIRD). Based on the
Risk Factor Analysis, these factors appeared to be the most
significant in determining differences in selection rates to
captain by race. The Matched Sample Analysis used the
population of only those officers who were ever considered in-
zone for selection to captain.

Factor levels associated with below average selection
rates to captain were examined first. For the three salient
factors, these levels were: Commissioning Source - Platoon
Leaders Course (XA) and Officer Candidate Course (XB); GCT
Score - less than 120 (<120); Composite Third at TBS - bottom
(3). Selection rates to captain for that portion of the
population matched on each of these levels did not differ
significantly by race. 1In other words, officers who accessed

through PLC or OCC, and who scored less than 120 on the GCT,
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and who graduated from TBS in the bottom third were selected
to captain at the same rate, regardless of race. Appendix M,
starting on page 124, contains complete frequency tables.
Factor levels associated with above average selection
rates were examined next. For the three salient factors,
these levels were: Commissioning Source - Service Academy
(XC), ROTC (XD), ECP (XE), and Other (XX); GCT Score - greater
than or equal to 120 (>=120); Composite Third at TBS - top (1)
and middle (2). There were no significant differences in
selection rates by race for the sample population matched on
these levels. Appendix N, starting on page 128, contains
frequency tables for this sample. Figure 4 shows the
selection rates for both the "above average” and "below

average" matched samples.
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Average Selection Rate = 73.83 Percent
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Figure 4 Selection rates to captain: above average versus
below average factor levels.

Finally, factor levels were grouped into thirds based on
their selection rate distribution. Levels with the highest
1/3 selection rate were grouped into the "Top" third, those
with the next highest 1/3 selection rate into the "Middle"
third, and those with the lowest 1/3 selection rate into the
"Bottom" third. Table 7 presents the exact breakout of factor

levels into the three thirds.
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TABLE 7

o -
MATCHED SAMPLE FACTOR LEVEL DISTRIBUTION BY THIRDS “
THIRD FACTOR AND LEVEL |
TOP SOURCE: XC, XD
GCT: 138 - 160
C_THIRD: 1
MIDDLE SOURCE: XE, XX
GCT: 108 - 137
C_THIRD: 2
BOTTOM SOURCE: XA, XB
GCT: 81 - 107
C_THIRD: 3 ]

For example, the two Commissioning Source (SOURCE) levels
in the Top third, Service Academy (XC) and Reserve Officer
Training Corps (XD), were associated with higher selection
rates than Enlisted Commissioning Programs (XE) and Other (XX)
in the Middle third. Figure 5 contains selection rates by
race for each of the level groupings of each factor.

For the sample population matched on all levels in the Top
third there were no significant differences in selection rates
to captain by race. One hundred percent of all Blacks and
Hispanics in this sample were selected. Similarly, selection
rates for samples matched on all levels of the Middle third
and for samples matched on all levels of the Bottom third did
not differ significantly by race. Figure 6 graphically
presents selection rates by race for each of the thirds.
Appendix O, starting on page 132, contains complete frequency
tables and chi square results for the selection rate thirds

distribution.
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FACTOR PERCENT SELECTED PERCENT NOT SELECTED

BLACK HISPANIC QTHER WHITE BLACK HISPANIC OTHER WHITE
TBS THIRD
TOP 8182 86.44 8333 84.80 1818 1356 1667 1520
MIDDLE 71.32 77.92 7455 75.18 2868 2208 2545 2482
BOTTOM 53.86 57.42 5462 6263 46.14 42.76 4638 37.37
SOURCE
XC, XD 69.80 81.33 79.85 83.02 3020 18.67 2015 1698
XE, XX 68.28 81.82 7333 7795 3372 18.18 2667 22.05
XA, XB 52.28 61.27 62.18 70.28 4719 38.73 3782 2072
GCT
138 - 160 82.36 84.85 7538 79.20 17685 15.15 2462 20.80
108 - 137 59.37 68.70 8885 T73.96 4083 31.30 3115 2604
81-107 67.38 25.00 50.00 57.80 4262 75.00 50.00 4220

Figure 5 Selection rates to captain by individual factor
level thirds.
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I Average Selection Rate = 73.83 Percent
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Figure 6 Selection rates to captain matched on all levels by
thirds.
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V. DISCUSSION

A. SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS
This study analyzed demographic and performance data on
the 17,870 Marine officers who attended TBS during calendar
years 1980 to 1991. This data was partitioned into 12 cohorts
corresponding to year of attendance at TBS. The analysis was
divided into two distinct parts: a population analysis and a
matched sample analysis. The objectives of each of these
analyses are summarized below and are followed by a discussion
of the findings.
1. Population Analysis
The Population Analysis consisted of three phases.
The first phase was a cohort analysis, the second phase was a
selection rate analysis, and the third phase was a risk factor
analysis.
a. Cohort Analysis
The Cohort Analysis sought to determine if there
were demographic and performance differences between the 12
cohorts at three career milestones: TBS, selection to captain,
and selection to major. Additionally, since data on the

Marin. officer pre-accession population was unavailable, data
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on the U.S. college population was used to extrapolate
characteristics of the Marine officer population.

b. Selection Rate Analysis

The Selection Rate Analysis sought to identify

factors associated with success. For the purposes of this
analysis, success was measured by assignment to Composite
Third at TBS, selection to captain, and selection to major.
Factors associated with 1low probability of success were
identified as risk factors.

c. Risk Factor Analysis

The Risk Factor Analysis sought to determine
associations between risk factors and race. Risk factors
having the greatest impact on minority selection rates were
identified.
2. Matched Sample Analysis

The Matched Sample Analysis sought to examine success
at one particular career point, selection to captain, by
focusing on those risk factors in which Blacks were
overrepresented. Selection rates between racially distinct
samples of the population, that were otherwise carefully

matched on these risk factors, were compared.

B. SUMMARY OF PFINDINGS
The analysis yielded four major findings:
® A force structure instability in terms of key demographic

and Manpower, Personnel, and Training (MPT) factors was
found in the Marine officer corps.
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® Assignment to Composite Third at TBS and selection rates
to captain differed significantly by race, among other
factors. Notably, selection rates to major did not differ
significantly by race.

® Differing racial representation - overrepresentation or
underrepresentation - in risk factors related to
differences in selection rates were found.

® Race did not affect selection rates in samples that were
carefully matched on other significant factors.

1. Porce Structure Instability

There were highly erratic fluctuations in the
composition of the Marine officer population at all three
career stages examined. Proportions of the population found
within each level of the demographic and MPT factors varied
widely from year tc year.

Some of this variation may be attributed to force
planning requirements. For instance, the number of officers
attending TBS each year, the number of officers assigned to
different MOSs each year at TBS, or the number considered for
promotion to the next higher grade. However, it was expected
that in the long run the proportions, as tested by the chi
square test, would either not differ significantly or would
change smoothly along a trend line. The differences in the
composition of the population across the 12 cohorts revealed
marked changes in the force in terms of important demographic
and MPT variables. The implication is that "when" an officer
enters the Marine Corps has a significant impact on success as

defined in this investigation.
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The effect of "when" an officer entered service is
evident in the differences in selection rates to captain by CY
of attendance at TBS (YR). Of the officers graduating TBS in
1988, 83 percent were selected to captain, while only 67
percent of those graduating in 1985 were selected. Also,
there was a marked difference in selection rates to major by
YR. The selection rate for those graduating TBS in 1980 was
64 percent, contrasted with a selection rate of 52 percent for
those graduating in 1981.

2. Differences in Selection Rates

The number and nature of the factors impacting success
were not constant at each career milestone. Both assignment
to Composite Third at TBS and selection rates to captain
differed significantly by all factors considered, including
race. The sole exception was that gender did not impact
selection to captain. These significant factors reflect both
personal characteristics, such as age and race, and
performance measures, such as GCT score and TBS third.

Focusing exclusively on race, over the 12 vyears
considered, 8 percent of all Blacks, 20 percent of all
Hispanics, 28 percent of all other minorities, and 35 percent
of all Whites were assigned to the top third at TBS. Sixty
percent of all Blacks, 69 percent of all Hispanics, 70 percent
of all other minorities, and 75 percent of all Whites were

selected to captain.
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Significant factors affecting selection to major were
CY of attendance at TBS (YR), GCT Score (GCTSUM), Composite
Third (C_THIRD), attendance at AWS (MCLSRES), and completion
of the Command and Staff Nonresident course (MILSNON).
Notably, selection rates did not differ between racial/ethnic
groups.

It is important to note that not only did fewer
factors impact selection to major, but also the nature of
those that did impact differed. With the exception of YR, all
variables that significantly impacted selection to major were
performance related. GCT score and Composite Third are
readily accepted as indicators of performance in their
respective arenas. Attendance at AWS and completion of the
Command and Staff Nonresident Course before being considered
for promotion to major can be viewed as indicators of an
officer’'s performance in terms of character, desire, or
dedication to profession.

The implication is that by the time an officer is
considered for field grade, it does not matter "who" he is or
"where" she came from. Performance, as viewed by the members
of the selection board and as presented to them by fitness
reports and the master brief sheet, determines whether an

officer will be selected.
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3. Racial Representation within Risk Pactors

The Risk Factor Analysis focused on identifying the
proportion of each racial/ethnic group associated with factor
levels shown to be at high risk for failure. The career point
of greatest interest proved to be that of selection to
captain.

Specifically, a greater proportion of Blacks than any
other group fell into the high risk levels of three of the six
significant factors impacting selection to captain. Of the
six significant factors, these same three had the greatest
impact on selection. This indicates that a far greater
proportion of Black officers are at risk for non-selection to
captain than any other group.

4. Salient Factors Impacting Selection Rates

Selection rates to captain for each racial/ethnic
group were compared using samples matched on the three key
factors identified during Risk Factor Analysis. Samples were
constructed from the "in-zone for captain" population matched
on factor levels having an above average selection rate, below
average selection rate, and from a selection rate thirds
distribution. There were no significant differences in
selection rates by race for any sample matched on all similar
risk factor levels.

It should be noted, however, that for each of these

three comparisons, the proportion of cells in the chi square
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tables with expected counts of less than five was greater than
20 percent. This implies that the results of the chi square
test (significant difference versus no significant difference)
may not be valid. 1In any case, examination of the selection
rates as presented lends valuable insight. The indication is

that success is not dependent on race, per se.

C. METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS

This analysis was intended as a "first cut" look at the
database. It provided a profile of the successful Marine
officer by identifying variables associated with success both
incrementally at and continuously throughout successive career
milestones from TBS to promotion to major. Additionally, it
determined that race, in and of itself, did not impact
success, but however, was closely tied to other variables
which significantly impacted success.

The interactions between race and variables influencing
success are evident from close examination of results from the
Matched Sample Analysis (see Appendix O). However, this
analysis failed to determine the exact nature of these
interactions.

Another possible limitation to this analysis 1is the
validity of p-values from the chi square test when applied to
large sample sizes. The power of the chi square test, i.e.,
the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when it is

true, converges to one at all parameter values as the sample
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size approaches infinity. Some of the sample sizes used in
this analysis were quite large, almost 18,000.

This means that this analysis may have reported that a
population or selection rates within that population differed
significantly, when in fact it did not. 1If this were the case
in any instance however, it would have been a conservative
error. Regardless, this analysis provided accurate
frequencies of response from a database never before examined
in such detail. For further discussion on the power of
hypothesis tests in general, see Mendenhall (1990).

Additionally, the chi square statistic is affected by the
number and size of factor levels, which were arbitrarily
chosen. Agresti (1990), Gibbons (1992), and Siegel (1988)
provide complete discussions on the use and limitations of the

chi square test.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. CONCLUSIONS

Results of the Selection Rate Analysis indicated that de
facto differences existed by race in assignment to Composite
Third and selection rates to captain. However, results of the
Risk Factor Analysis showed that Blacks were overrepresented
in key high risk factors. Results of the Matched Sample
Analysis showed that selection rates do not differ by race
among samples matched on those high risk factors. The
conclusion is that differences in selection rates were not a
result of racial bias, but were influenced by salient
demographic and outcome variables.

Results of the Cohort Analysis indicated that the
composition of the Marine officer population differed
significantly from year to year. The impact of yeargroup or
"when" an officer accesses was shown in the Selection Rate
Analysis to significantly impact selection rates to all grades
examined. This instability, inherent in the Marine officer
population, has consequences for long range force planning.
The conclusion is that adequate manpower planning cannot take
place because of the lack of steady state conditions. 1In this

analysis, the effect was that the Marine officer population
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could not be compared by cohort at each of the career

milestones.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS

Data collection for the purposes of long term study of
officer performance should be initiated. This implies
maintenance of, and addition to, the database used in this
study. While detailed histories exist on each officer after
commissioning, data on the applicant officer population and
officer candidate population is scarce. Hard copy, sole
source historical data from TBS should be encoded into a
magnetic form database and maintained for future use. Formal
liaison between the Manpower Analysis, Evaluation and
Coordination Branch (MA) and the Naval Postgraduate School,
similar to the relationship between MA and the Center for
Naval Analyses, should be established for the purpose of
facilitating future analysis.

Recommendations for further study include the application
of log-linear modeling techniques to the data used in this
study. The goal of such analysis would be to fully examine
the interactions between the independent variable "success"
(variously defined) and the dependent variables of race ard
other factors impacting selection rates.

Additional study should include an in depth examination of
the long term performance of officers based on the various

educational measurement qualifying tests (SAT, ACT, and ASVAB
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EL). The equivalency scores from each of these tests should
be re-validated.

Effort should be made to provide a basis for explanation
of the fluctuation between cohorts of the Marine officer
population. These fluctuations surely impact force structure
planning, including officer accession and Affirmative Action
initiatives.

Finally, it is known that minority officer accession
policies, as well as other policies affecting minority officer
retention, are currently being or have been recently reviewed
in depth. It is recommended that particular attention be paid
to efforts to increase the proportion of minority officers
accessed from low risk levels of commissioning source and
educational measurement scores. Only through accession of
competitive minority junior officers will the Marine Corps
succeed in increasing the number of minority officers in all

grades.
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APPENDIX A

--AVphabatic List of Varinbhles and Attribytes

Varinkla

AC_AVG
AC_STAIM
AC_lutrn
ARE
ANARITAL
Mmns
C_AVG
C_STAND
C_1HI1IrD
CAVAGE
CCLSHON
CCLSRPES
CFY
CiLoHON
CILSPES
CIHzZone
CHARITAL
ies
COCCrin
CSEL

nen

oA IOR
EIHNIC
GCCAPACE
cor
GUT_rn
CrIsun
GEYFMIER
CHAINCE
GITRANE
1. AVG

t. Sinm
L_THIRD
HAJACGE
HCLSHON
HCLSPRES
nery
1111.51H0N
HILSPFES
NINZCONE
IBIARITAL
ins
HOCCFLD
HS_AVG
HS_STAMND
HS_THIFD
HSEL
OCCFID
RACE
RACF _ETN
SOr.
SOURCE
ssi
TBSAGE
TRSCLASS
yop

YR

Char
ChHoy
Hum
Chhr
Chor
Chor
Char
Char
Chnr
tHum
Hom
tunm
Char
Char
Choar
Char
Chor
Char
Char
Hum
Char
Hum
Hum
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APPENDIX B
HAMER FUHFOLLTD 1IN COLLEGE DY RACE/ETfHHIC AMD COMORT

P RLACY, HHITE TOTAL
en 781626 69RBRO0 7770426
rl 8ne;zy 7087322 7897053
re B12716 7122061 7644777
K 7A5R54 7001480 7787536
84 825804 7068362 7894166
8% 7n811é 7152600 7940716
84 866364 6863076 7729440
87 917470 7166016 80834L6
en 827331} 7301529 81¢8840
a 904750 7415928 B727678
<9 9r089% 7451488 B412382

SenrcE, ULS PEPARINCNT OF EOUCATION, MATINNAL CENTER
TOR EUUCATION STATISTICS. DICFESI OF EDUCATION
SITATISTICS. HWASHINGION, D.C., 1992,

NUIMER FNROLLED IN COLLEGE BY GEMNDER AMND COHORT

VR FTENALE MALE TOTAL

co 5475000 £000000 1.048E7
a1 5646000 5109000 1.076E7
82 5455000 5170000 1.083E7
az 5422000 5158000 1.085E7
8% EAl11000 5007000 1.062E7
as 5745000 4962000 1.060E7
&s 5780000 5018000 1.080E7
n7 5978000 5048000 1.108E7
g3 6179000 5138000 1.132E7
89 6432000 5311000 1.174E7
°0 6574000 5399000 1.192E7

SOURCE:  U.S. DEPARTHENT OF EDUCATION, HATIOMAL CENTER
FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS. DIGEST OF EDUCATION
STATISTICS, WASHIHNGTION, D.C., 1992,

HUIPER ENROLLED IN COLLEGE BY AGE AMD COHORT

YR 161021 2271034 35PLUS TOTAL

80 6316425 3310100 848475 1.048E7
81 6259410 3538395 946440 1.074E7
8z 6375925 3572250 876825 1.083E7
83 6203912 2676794 965294 1.085E7
8% 6105350 3631365 881294 1.062E7
8BS 6050887 3539398 1006715 1.060E7
85 5863314 3790093 1144588 1.080E7
87 6296220 3600996 1148784 1.105E7
83 6269618 3700659 1346723 1.132E7
89 6264706 3945648 1432646 1.174E7

SOURCE: U.S. DEPARTHMENT OF EDUCATION, NATIOHNAL CENTER FOR
EDUCATION STATISTICS. THE COMDITION OF EDUCATION,
1991, VOLUME 2, FPOSTSECOMDARY EDUCATION. WASHINGTON,
D.C., 1991.
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APPENDIX C

8§ ENROLLED IN COLLEGE BY RACE_ETM AS PERCENT OF COMORT

RACE_ETH YR PCTOFYR
| Sum

BLACK 80 | sennan 10.0600
81  |wunsn 10.2500

82 | arennae 10.2300

83  |unmnn 10.0900

84 | s 10.4600

85  jummnn 9.9200

86 | w3636 11,2100

87  funmunn 11.3500

88 | e 10.1800

89 |nnnn 10.8%00

90 :nuﬂnun 11.4200

WHITE a0 960806 08 06 360000500006 3006 08 00000 04 DHIIHIEIIE SEDEIE SO0 D06 05 0006 06 06 00 DESHIEIE38 89,9400
81 § 357098 08 00 309050 5008 00-95 3605 03696 06 3-SHUEIHIIE I SHIHIHIEIE I 6 08 060600 IHE 89.7500

82 /5606 06-08 06 38 3008 36060606 06 36 3H-HE 3-06-36-HE-0E 636 36 36-SEEIEIE-DE D00 0606 J6-06 06 DEDH0E SHIHIE 038 89.7700

83 1 3EUHI020- 160 608 006 08 306 9038 38 08 5000 06 08 30 06 0806 06-DE-00-00-SEIEE 0F-06 36 30 36 3608 M0 0% 89.9100

8% § FETETEI6 363008 3636 0620 38 36 3030630 36 36 36 35 H-IHIE 36 3EIE-H-DIE 06-6 3 IHIEI-0E0F 0806 ST I 3 89.5400

85 § 330006 95 0608 36 20608 36 36 360606 38 2636 S-36-3E-JEPHU-E636 36 SEOHIEI-06 009606 08 06 06-06 0691 04 3¢ 90.0800

86 3000 3838 28 96 3838 96-08-56-06-38 3636 0600 06 0-HHIE S IE-SHIEIHIEIHIEE S IHEIH I I 3¢ 88,7900

87 500030 JE D0 I T06 26 06360606 060006 30 00058 D DEDEDAE-SEIE0HJEIE 3006 38 DD D06 08 88.6500

88 § 30363526 30 3696563638 2696 36 363636 3656 56 330 636083635 35U S-TEIEIEI0 060606006 DI HHE 89.8200

89 9000763656 26060036 JE36 36 56 D08 36636 304 U6 D6 36-30-3000 16 36 0600 D000 3630 96 JHIE -6 89.1100

90 | DD 2000 DI I I 26 I I I S I S I 88.5800

P T S S Y LT T e O S Y |

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

PCTOFYR Sum
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® ENROLLED IN COLLEGE BY GEMDER AS PERCENT OF CONORT

GEMDER

FEMALE

HALE

YR

23,20 Saturday, May 29, 1993

|
F 9030 00.06 06-50.98.06 0630 18-00-00-00.06 2636 30.91-36-38 9696 0000 06
95 96.36005.30.05 06 30-0098.30 06 06-08 259036 36 06 06 94 36 0600 3¢
§ 3636 060630000 26-06 06 2000 2000 30 00 00 2630 MO0 2000 20 20
19006000506 3000 000000 000 0 06 36 300006 8 36 06 0600 36
196-90.08.30.06-0 00 0600 00-00-06-9600.08 098 08 066 3638 0630 3¢
§ 06302030300 10.00 9010 70 90 302106 36 9038 2SI 003006
96000000036 0000 00 0000 OHUEIF D600 08 ST U M08 08
10636 30-36:00-40-00 06 06010005006 08 00 00000006 9608 08038 08 06
§ 9636905309040 00 2630 30 0D IEIHI AL S I DY
15008 00-36 060 55-06 3696 96 360606 06-00-30 28 960696 06963638004
] 905000 90 0600 06.06.38.98.06-30 3630.0. 368 06 3606 9600 0636 8.3 3¢
|
§ 00083890 9090 08 08.08 98 98 38.98.06.30 93038 369638 3420 3¢
3038589898 30.08.00.30-50.50.96 3696 366 36 363636 3364 38
900000 7600 30 0000 30 36-90 36 36638 06 96006 060030 0608
9606 8.08.5036-00-0 30 0658 36 3636 0008 9030 000606 208
[0 2608 300600030 00 36 0-06-0000-00-08 36 96062003
9000 2000 0000060036 36-2006 00 6.0 0090 06 0608 9038 00
90300058 30 0 9836 106 9606063069636 068 96 8 98¢
969096 06 00006 26 30 30 96 90 SED-IE06 96 24 360363 0
9608 369636 36.06 06 3696 3630365696 0606 98 36 36 40608
96.00.00.30.00.00.05.08-96 06 260090 000 06 96 638 36 0638 3¢
196 30.96.96.30 0006 06 36 36.06 200698 08 9696 96 26 3.8 98 ¢
1
wemsmjconcprennrcnatevoctan
10 20 30 40 50

PCTOFYR Sum
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52.27000
52.50000
52.24000
52.44000
52.84000
53.18000
£3.53000
54.12000
54.60000
£4.77000
54.72000

47.73000
47.50000
47.76000
47.56000
47.16000
4%6.62000
46.470Q0
45.88000
%5.40000
4%5,23000
45.28000
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& ENROLLED IN COLLEGE BY AGE AS PERCENT OF COMORT 1
23112 Saturday, May 29, 1993
AGE YR PCTOFYR
| Sum
167021 80 90300000 00 00-00-50-00 0805 0605 0000 00360600 0608 3 HHIHIHIHIE - 60.30000
81 | 0600500 HEIHA0 06 36 300 20305 31330 I UH IV I 3 0 58.26000
82 | 903030.06.30-98.00.36 36 000000 009030 06 08 30 30 00 30 SH-05 013406 0606 0 58.90000
83 900000 9000 000000 08 30 20 0000 06-DE06 DU 06 00 DH0E 3101360638 608 57.20000
8% 9000000000 0000 36-30-00.00 00 30060000 05 B-06-06-0H00-08 00 00 909808 57.50000
85 | 5030003030 0000 303696 3636 30 00-HH6-00-06-00 50 -00-36 30 363695 98 36 57.10000
86 | 560006000000 06 36006 963000 05000 3000 JHIHIEIHIE 3696 0 54. 30000
87 98 3006 36030 0000 0000 060006 00 I SO IEIE 36 06 000 08 5£7.00000
88 95000006 3036 00 263630003 HIESEIH U030 00 06 JEIHIE S-S 55.40000
89 § 90006000 00 2D 36 0D P ST I I 0 54.20000
|
227036 80 § 9101003800 000600 06 20 00 00 30 S0 31.60000
81 196980606 HE0000-06-0006 0660006 00 06 32.93000
82 90000630 0606 069890 3036 96 34 00 38 00 08 33.00000
83 1 36000000 26 9618 30096 30 36 0406 08 28 3¢ 33.90000
8% 959030 369696 262590 6.6 0 06 26 0600 38 34.20000
8s 190960030 96 0630 30-06-96-36-96-98 38 06-96 3¢ 33.40000
86 | 9600000 909000 00 06 08 16.08-98 006 96 9638 35.10000
87 30000606 06 08-08-30-98.30.36-96-36 3806 2% 32.60000
88 § 9090300060036 200 0600 08 00 3000 38 32.79000
89 903606003830 36. 363696 38 96 36303636 3¢ 33.60000
|
ISPLYUS 80 [E22 2] 8.10000
8} EI Y] ] 8.81000
82 [£31%3 8.10000
83 [£2 12 8.90000
84 | s 8.30000
8s | 9633368 9.50000
86 | 26202038 10.60000
87 | e 10.40000
88 Jaeesanan e 11.90000
89 | waeansenn 12.20000

..... prmnctrcncpeccnuanc)oacnd

10 20 30 40 50 60

PCTOFYR Sum
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APPENDIX D
TBSAGE AS PERCENT OF COMORT

foemn

fotnn

| wn

[E3 211

(E2 1]

£ 2]

(B2 2]

Jumannn

(EL1]

Jonnnn

junnxn

| oe6000e2¢

|

19638 3636 56.06-08 38.36 36353606 06 3636 3656 3608 J-I636 SHIE06-06- 060636306 06 36 106
1963026 08 309608 36 053606 3836 3600 960006 0000 VL S I DHIEAE AL I VIR 06 38 0 30
[ 36:96-95.38 360838 26-98-50-26 38-30 9606 36.30 96-36 38 S-56-08 3006 3630 SN0 08

§ 703636 369635 90 36 3696 96 38 08 36 THIEIH I 36 3 TEIEIE UL 3 300

§ 365036 36 38 36.38-36.36-36-36 36 36-36-56 36305536 -9 JE-3-HE00 DU D06 0636 36 06 36 3¢ 364 3¢
1363836 36-96:30-36.6 36 36-00-06-05.36 36306 06-08-36 06 3636 06-30 0000 006 0600 08 D008 94 3¢
[ 3336 56 2 HHHHHHHUHHEHHHHEHHHEHHHHE
[ 33606030 I I I 38 SIS IHHHEHHEHEHHE

1 30036 0096 3636 M I HHHHHOHE
3638 36 36 960536 36 J06 306 38 696 3636 JHEIH 0 JEDETHE I 3¢

§ 369633000 T I I6 U6 TR 36 M-IV DI I I 0 D 00

[ 333 I I S SISO I 3

]

| 9636309636 3836 36 3569

969835 96 28 90 00 98 36 35 3¢

[ 963833 90 30 30309038

| HHHHHHREHHHHH

Jaeaatanatanae e

| 903620 9008 30 363026

§ MR RR

[ 9636363600300 36362 300

] 36363030 980000 36 90 3¢

903636 3896 3808 20 30-36- 36 96 2090 08

(R2 211022010

{930 e

I

crrnufrccetoscefrronfracnbocnneannbane

10 20 306 0 50 60 70
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PCTOFYR
Sum

1.35000
1.16000
0.67000
0.86000
0.72000
0.95000
0.64000
0.60000
2.86000
0.19000
0.26000
0.33000

6.22000
6.10000
6.72000
8.33000
5.99000
6.28000
6.49000
9.30000
5.51000
9.03000
7.81000
10.28000

71.22000
71.10000
70.58000
63.28000
73.82000
73.48000
75.52000
65. 30000
73.21000
59.90000
68.17000
68.16000

21.22000
21.64000
22.03000
27.53000
19.67000
19.28000
17.55000
264.81000
20.41000
30.08000
23.76000
21.23000




GENDER AS PERCENT OF COMORT |
211647 Saturday, May 29, 1993

GEIDER YR PCTOFYR
) Sum
FEMALE 80 | 6.2600
81 L] 5.4800
82 |un 4.6000
83 |#» 3.9700
84 jun 3.8900
as {on 3.3600
8é 1] 2.9500
a7 un 4.0000
88 (|=» 4.2200
89 ! 0.0000
90 = 2.5200
91 {-u 4.3900
MALE 80 § S N0 -0 08 0 S N 95.7400
81 00000000010 0020 0630 000000 DHO-IE JHIEIHIE BHIHIIR 08 30 DEIHI0 I8 00H 0000 500 00 2000 SIS SHE08 96.5200
82 § 000000 00-0IE00 10030 DU IS0 SO0 38 3000 U0 SHE 00 00 SH-I-EUHIL DEOE00 S V06 SHIEDH LI 0 0 95.4000
83 0000 0000 00 00 00 00 B DI T D000 00 S0 S SO0 O O OF 06 010 006 000 000108 96.0300
86 30000000000 30 00 30 00 A0 00 SO0 S-S0 0005 S D00 SO DI 0 06 00 00 0SB 96.1100
as 980000 0890 30 06 06-16-05 00 05-000 0500 5100 05 06-00-06 38 0008 31 D000 D0 SHESHHEIHEIHEE 5 SHHHEIHE 96 . 6400
86 900000 2000 08 0600 00 98 06 00 000606 06 35S 060008 00 05-HHIHIE SHEIHENHSEIHHE I HEHHHEHE 97.0500
87 9690080090 0008 5500000000 08 06-06-06 0806 0506 00 0606 06 508 SHOE UEIHIEIHIE SHIETHHHIHEE SHESHIHEN 96.0000
88 49830 90 360000 3630 10 20 2E0H00TEU010 000600 209008 2T IESH 00 SR 360000 S0DE0HIE IS 30600 36 36 0E-BHIHHE 95,7800
a9 ] 0000 0000 00 0000 0000 30 00 D00 0000 06 38 DI I8 38 I DI I HEHHHHE 94.9700
90 9098500606 305638 3096 3806003600 30-00 00 36 36 05-90-30 300606 3600 0630 00 0 3604500600 08 34 36 38 3-8 06 36 908 97.4800
91 130 56302006 0000 030 00 06 S0 SEIEISEIHIHE N-H0E SO0 DU 0O EIHIHIHIEIHIEOH D D00 3600 DHIHIHHHE 95.6100
|
----- Rl Lt ST SR TR LY TR P
10 20 30 40 B0 60 70 80 %0
PCTOFYR Sum
MARITAL STATUS AT TBS AS PERCENT OF COHORT 1
141494 Tuesday, June 1, 1993
AMARITAL YR PCTOF YR
| Sun
MARRIED 80 195900000 00-00-00 00089008 00 96 20 00 26 2000 08 37.0%000
81 § 959096 5696 28 98 9898 303608 2500 3¢ 30.96000
82 903890 98 98 98 30 96 90 30 0896 98 30 28 0098 34.87000
83 | 35369898 3095 360038 5098 630 36 06 30 008 36.74000
8% 9598 980030 00 08 0098 95-06-05:36.96 9630 3008 36.13000
as 9500 00 0000 00 00 00 00 90 0896 9896 05 06 05 8% 36.74000
86 959836 309098 08 38 I DI 3000 00 00 06 34.07000
87 1999636 30 208 90 96 36 2636090 08 9628 3¢ 35.42000
88 | 03636 3020 10 0 06 30000 28 0006 38 3¢ 23.42000
89 § 30039 36.43000
920 [ 909890 3000 0090 00 530 0000 S0 00 0000 0008 36.15000
91 :--uuuaauuiuuuaun¢&c 37.06000
NOTMAR 80 oen "4t PRSI RO NI I S0 62.91000
[ }] § 55300 H-HETHIE IS S 69.04000
a2 { S I I I I 65.13000
a3 [ HHEHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHE 61.15000
[T | 900 L ST VS JH I 63.87000
85 [ 003000 S I S 63.26000
86 [ 95953 HHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHEHHHHHHIHE 65.93000
a7 100000030 SHIEII SIS S S T S-S O I3 64 .58000
(.7} [ 3630000 ST DI I DI L 38 66.58000
(1] 1 SR TSI M I 63.57000
90 § 060606 05 08 006 20000 209030 S0 DI H-D0 300 06 3003606 % 24 38 63.85000
91 [ 56300006396 36-36- 10000 - S-S IS T 9 3 62.99000

|
L S S e L L Y Ty

10 20 30 40 S0 60 70
PCTOFYR Sum
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GCT_RG AS PERCENT OF COHORT

22.:45 Saturday, May 29, 1993
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] 369630 26 095 00 3¢

1963696 398 98 9 3¢ 3¢

] 94300838 3690 2 28

[ 0983030 3t 28 008

§ 9 369836 2690 3 3¢ 9¢

[§2 122 TE S

[E3 22222

[ 9598 3¢ 000000 ¢

[EE1 L 2]

Rt YT

[ nmn

]

1909000 50 3098 300538 206 006 9596 5-00 36 3006 00 3-08 383636 38 303098 3¢ 3¢
§ 9836 0.98 08 3808 36-36-06:38-95 3836 36-30 3800 003636 30 DESHIE 00 0 36 0406 96 3¢
§38 95 9090309628369 4650 3660000 3430 363600 359606 9696 06 0696 360000 04 0
136 3636 90 00063630 36363036 30 36 063538 06-363 36-06 08 38 60606 006 06 96 36 3608
196.36:00-28.98 38-36-38.06. 260163 36 36-3636-3636-30 363630 30 36-00-1-36.6 3¢ 3¢
[96:96.90.96.98.96.08 9898 3008-3636 38.96 08 36161 363008 -0 30 38 4

§ 9600 20 283098 3635 56 5656 3696 9696 36 3630300006 9098 3098 9804
96:06:00.28-90-98.98.98.08 0630 3636 3630 363 360690 360636 S-IE00 3836963630 3048 3¢
3008 3658369690 360696 30.36.636 3606 35 9606 30 306 08 00300 30 006 06 36 36
0696360808 0696 30-00-08-96.30-38-50-08-3690-3638 6.6 FE361-0090.00- 38 36 36338
§ 505096 9838 36 96 36266 363636 36-06-36-36-56-36-06 36 33634 363636 3¢

3838 36 9638 303036 330 30363606 0808 38.00 36 THIHI36-30-36-30- 096 98 390 3¢

[ ULy Wy Y- S QY Y YU

10 20 30 40 50 60
PCTOFYR Sum
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PCTOFYR
Sum

13.20000
16.00000
14.00000
14.90000
16.20000
12.40000
13.30000
16.80000
20.20000
22.40000
19.90000
19.70000

16.70000
16.60000
17.10000
15.10000
17.90000
18.60000
164.10000
13.80000
13.90000
10.20000

9.90000
10.50000

63.90000
64,70000
66.00000
68.30000
64.70000
§6.10000
53.10000
68.20000
64.60000
64 .90000
55.90000
68.70000

1




OCCFLD AS PERCENT OF COMORT 1
22101 Saturday, Hay 29, 1993

OCCFLD YR PCTOFYR
| Sun
AVIATOR 80 90000 0000400000008 0530 96 06 00 3ESHIE 08 00 3 HEIHEIHE 30.20000
81 900000 3000.00-00-00.00-00-00-0000 500000000000 0600 00 00 00 00-00-00-00-00 00 08 . 30.55000
82 § 9036-96.36.98.00-00-06 06 00 00-00-0 30 060658 38 0038 3106 08 SIS OHIF 06 31.48000
83 9090 08 90.38:00-00 98 00 3098 980898 08 05 HHE I 05 HHEEHEHHEEH 30.92000
-1 ) 363630.40.96.08-06-00 0630 36.30-08 3636 203630 98 288 21.21000
85 96963698 30.30 06 36 905836 30 0600 30 96 08 38 18.26000
86 5863608 36903836 30 36 30 306 M-I 0696 3¢ -8 20.87000
a7 1 9850900380606 36 360690 0008 06 0606303 106 3608 38 25.16000
88 9630 363630.06-06-90 36 9636 3600 06 30 369600 008 06 36 363 SHEIHE 30.06000
89 1983595 989096 50000000 1008 00000000 300 6000008 29.66000
90 06900606 08 000000 -0 06080606 -SEAEH6-6-FE-06-0E08--00-608 27.24000
()] 9598 36 2000 00 0008 00 08 00 IS IS 38 00 0608 27.61000
|
CBTARIIS 80 3636500000 0000 5000 00 00 5006 306 00 38 50 I 300 I I I O 38 36.08000
81 1963636630 38 06-98 56 260606 38.96 06-D6-06-U6-30- 06 06 06 36 36 3060406 06 9608 3¢ 33.84000
82 §95.38.30-06-00.06-00-00-06 00000608 06-00-08 38.08.08 306 060090 30 08 30 200008 08 32.02000
a3 9096 90 359000 9098 00 90 30 6 0090-08 0000 00 000 SE 000 00 U0 0008 36 38 32.24000
84 § 9608 50 209030 2600 108 00000106 00-08 00006 100 36000 08 06 308 38 08 32.29000
85 § 3030 26007030 6303836 6 3030 36 36 363096 36 3 3606 30303430 JE 98 3¢ 30.02000
86 90:05.00.96 0098 089638 36.05 0-06-3600-38 06 108 38 30 00008 000 008 38 3008 32.8%000
a7 9830 36 06303096 3606 3606 3630 98 HEI HHE SHEHIHIE SEIEI-E 63 31.43000
88 § 955898 38 30960008 2SI ML IE IR 36 30 I8 06 25.06000
89 § 36 36369698 08 066 36 006 0006 36 SHIEIHE ESHIE 38 22.05000
90 90303800 00.06-3630 36006305005 606 36 3690 3890 600 38.0-3¢ 25.56000
1] | 363026208 08 060098006 06 SIS I IHIE I 29.35000
|
CBISPT 80 [ 9636030 90 98 3008 8.13000
81 (§3 2122128 8.63000
82 | 36902636 30 3¢ 30 9028 8.84000
83 ] 3638 3636 3 26 30 3¢ 8.45000
84 § 363096 96 96 30 06 30 3¢ 3¢ 10.19000
8s §96.963% 3635 3690 38 3¢ 3¢ 3¢ 11.32000
86 96263636 00 3000 30 26 3¢ . 9.59000
a7 263636363696 38 90 96 3¢ 9.72000
88 [ 36363636 36 36 38 38 3¢ 3¢ 10.25000
89 § 36363636 9% 06 0 3020 90 08 11.22000
90 [§2 2221212 22 ) 11.36000
91 § 26369696 36 96 96 36 96 38 3¢ 3¢ 11.77000
|
CSVCSPT 80 3630963636 369036 46-06-00 3636 96 SEIE0 36 36363009608 25.61000
81 9696 96 9896 3836 90 969896 98 36 36 360600 9 J4-JE06 96 38 0000 3¢ 26.99000
az | 959030636 30303056 3636 36 96 36 35 96-SH08 11636 38 3606 3636 6 96 9% 27.66000
83 363030 56 98 3696 363636 36 308 3600 HHHEIIEEHHEEE 28.39000
84 [ 5606063036-00.06-98 06 3606 30006 0D IHIEI 3008 HHIE SHIHIEIIEIHHETHEIE 3 36.31000
85 | S0 3506 3636 SESE06 S SIS H-IEI-TE IS SE SESHIHIHIHIEHEIHE S SHEHEE %0.39000
86 | 6026000000006 06 16-SE06-0E6 36 S SHIEIHIEIEIHEIHIEIE HESHIE I 36.65000
87 5836060636 63050 S0 SEEEIE 3636 JEIHE SEIE I SHIEIIEIHIHHIEHHE 33.69000
88 | 96063636 0636 36 363600 SE-SHEIESE3ES-JHIHIHIEIHIHIEIESHIIE 3 SHEIHE 306 . 34.63000
89 1 3636300658 903 M I HHHHEHOHHE 0 37.07000
90 969830000600 06 20 309030 JH0EEH-H-0SHIEIEIE 6.8 336 SHIEIE 050 06 3060 ¢ 35.83000
91 [ 963636 360600 3636 56 3608 HEAEIEI SHEIHIEIEIEI6 D L SEIHIEIE08 03¢ 31.26000

i S S G S L LT Y

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

68




RACE_ETH AS PERCENT OF COHORT 1
22:13 Saturday, May 29, 1993

RACE_ETH ¥R PCTOFYR
| Sum
BLACK 80 Jan 3.8500
81 foun 4.4500
82 (£ 1] 3.9300
83  Jwun 5.4000
89  |nnn 6.3500
85  |naun 6.2100
86 foemn : 5.4600
87 [unn 5.2500
88  [wun 5.5100
a9 § st 5.5400
90 [ %.9700
91 : 0.0000
HISPANIC 80 | 0.5400
8l } 0.5500
82 | = 1.0900
a3 jo 2.4100
84 |» 2.4600
85 [ 2.1900
86 [ en 3.8300
87 = 2.8000
88 [ e 4.3100
89 (B 1] 3.5500
90 [oese 4.0700
121 foem 3.5700
|
OTHER 80 | 2.5700
81 | 1.4400
82 [ 3.9300
83 I % 1.5500
84 | 2 2.2800
85 In 1.%000
86 | % 2.5100
a7z o 3.5800
88 e §.2200
89 £l 4.5100
90 (E2) 4.1300
91 o 3.6500
|
HHITE 80 § 963036 6000030 06636 SHIE6 SHIE-0H06 06 SHIEIHIHIE I IEIE I I I I S 308 08 93.0400
81 | I JEIE I8 3606 SO0 SIS0 0606 38 THIE T DI S0 S0 36 SO DI S 38 93.5600
82 5006 5006380006 300606 26 3636006 IS I HHIHE I I S IS 91.0400
83 | 3130833056 3030 S HHHEHHHEHHEHHEHHHHEE 90.6300
BG | SN I I I SO HEEHE 88.9200
8s 569636636 98 96 5696 550610 33 EIFIE 6 S SHIESHEIEIEIE IHE SESHE I 08 D06 D SHIEIE O 38 89.7000
8é | S0 6 00 3B DU DI I 300 IR T II6 T IIE 06306 S-S 38 88.2000
87 [ 563698 96 26 36 0-HEE IS I HEHHEHEHHHHEHHHHHEE 88.3700
88 | 5360036069006 3606 06-SHIHE IHIEIHIE 3638 I I SHHIEIIE IS 36 3656 366 85. 9600
89 93690 36.060636-18-36.90 96 350 06060696 36 06 SHIEIE S D ESHHIHHE I JHHE R S 86.4000
20 1 9408005006066 JE0-0006 98 JE600E HIHIE I SIS I S0 S I I 86.8300
91 | SR S SIS I I IS L 88.7200

|

* Fy ry T S S e L

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
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SOURCE AS PERCENT OF COMORT
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PCTOFYR Sum
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fomcefuua

45

PCTOF YR
Sua

€.55000
6.58000
7.02000
$.97000
4.19000
6.87000
6.846000
7.63000
3.96000
6.97000
6.73000
6.80000

17.43000
15.07000
14.89000
15.17000
18. 15000
20. 60000
22.27000
19.80000
26.08000
22.90000
20.57000
25.04000

25.88000
26.16000
31.36000
42.70000
17.02000
14.97C00
11.36000
26.54000
10.42000
24.00000
14.17000
23.13000

7.43000
3.90000
1.76000
1.49000
$.03000
0.51000
1.62000
1.67000
0.78000
0.84000
1.88000
3.32000

33.04000
39.38000
38.45000
24.83000
45.36000
44.63000
45.28000
33.69000
42.89000
38.58000
47.80000
38.47000

9.64000
8.90000
9.32000
9.08%000
10.25000
12.42000
12.61000
10.67000
13.87000
¢.67000
8.86000
8.04000
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APPENDIX E

CATACE AS PETCFNT OF COHORT
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PCTOFYR Sum

71

PCTOFYR
Sum

9.27000
9.61000
11.63000
13.42000
9.69000
8.94000
6.62000
9.08000
5.00000

25.5°000
36.2%000
£8.91000
¢3.31000
29.86000
33.90000
46.23000
36.87000
47.632000

40.33000
29.10000
44.16000
43.16000
48.40000
45.84000
37.62000
40.10000
37.80000

14.81600
15.00000
15.31000
<0.10000
12.0%5000
11.33000

9.54000
13.95000

9.56000




HATITAL STAIUS AT SELFCTION TO CAPTAIN AS PERCFHT OF CONGRT 1
14:56 Tuesday, Jun2 1, 1993

CHANTTAL R PCTOF YR
Sum
1
HerpYITD 80 |susnvssnunuuwsunu NN Y £0.88700
81 jrovsvnunuwsnuuppunsurnuns 49.82000
2 (¥ rvnsuspyuss v sy B AR A BB 2.54000
83 (EX 22222 ERTAS R IR 22 222 69.66000
84 IREEAZ S22 S S22 Rl 2t s 498.5%7000
133 (EEEAR RIS 222 2222 22 ) 50.84000
85 96 2622 5 0 3020 30 20 0000 3600 26 0596 00 06 009696 0 0 0 50.00000
87 IR 2SRRI ER S T2 22 2222 2] 22 G9,72000
a8 Il;uuvauuuuu.lv;&lu&uuuu' 498.41000
1
HOYHAR an [Hu BN ARGV SR AN YN NY 49.12000
81 [¥nsuvupuusnrBuxyssunsesyy £50.48000
e [essssnuvupunnusupprsnnnn %47.46000
n Jesuppussusuninsserunny sy £0.34000
81 |suvsnsnppnunnsnuss Ny " £51.47000
85 EXEIAZ2 LR 2222222 2222 20 49,16000
846 [ 3000 0dm 0 020 002 50.00000
87 |~'~vJtdllluasululul'uvvli £50.27000
83 |essvsnuunnu BB R UBIB YN £51.59000
i
----- LR Rl Bt ek 2

FCIOFYR Sum

72
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MOTIN AT SHITCTION 10 CATTAIN AS PFRCFNT OF COMORT

1:08 Tuesday, Juna 1, 1993
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PCTOFYR Sum
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PCTOFYR
Sum

16.76000
16.99000
16.95000
23.33000
14.14000
14.39000
12.02000
13.30000
14.73000

33.72000
70.89000
29.42000
24. 14000
2%.75000
£7.25000
21.49000
30.41000
25.32000

9.19000
8.26000
9.08000
8.39000
310.49000
11.18000
10.40000
10.79000
11.11000

40.34000
43.77000
4% .55000
44.14000
50.63000
47.19000
46.09000
45.50000
48.84000
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APPENDIX F

HAIACF AS FFRCFNT OF canarr
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PCIOT YR Sum

HMARPY ST, STATUS AT SFIFCTION 10 MAJOR A5 FERCENT OF COHORT

MmeAnyyeq YR

HARRTTN fo

"1

noAr &0
a1

15113 Tuesday, June 1,

PCTOT YR

Sum

| nunvnusunnpnynnxn 24.66000
Jovunsuvupnunsupunvun 29.66000
!lllunx&ux;nsu-luuuxutu-uuluxn:u;; 65.24000
(R e T T T T 60.34000

FCIOFYR Sum

NUCTED AT SELFCTION TO HAJOR AS FERCEMT OF COMORT

noreryp YR
AVIATOR a0
81

CPTARIS 80
81

CRISTT 80
81

CSVCSPT 80
81

15:24 Tursday, June

PCTOFYR
Sum
!
jenumne 11.76000
[Hunynn 12.33000
1
(T2 24 12.57000
Junx 5.55000
|
foxn 4.46000
Juun 5.55000
|
IR TR ST T AT A 222 S 2 T T e ) 71.01000
[E2Z 22T DTS TP L E T T T A 68.29000

|
----- R Ll Lt L By S
10 20 30 40 50 60 70

PCTOT YR Sum
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FCTOF YR
Sum

%29.53000
45.33000

26.15000
X1.70000

24.32000
22.96000

1
1093

1
1, 1993




APPENDIX G

ASSIGMMENT TO 10P THIRD AT 1BS
TABLE OF C_THIRD BY PACE_ETH
C_THIRD RACF_FTH

Froquensy|
Frrecent |

P~ Pet |
r~1 et |PLACK  |HISPAMICIOTHER  [MMITE | Total
--------- LA R Ll LD R it Ll Ll R e it J
1| 76 | 92 | 150 | 5616 | 5934
] ©0.43] o0.51 ] 0.8} 31.43 | 33.21
! 1.z281 1.8 ] 2.83 | 94.6% |
]l 8.35 | 70.13 | 27.99 ) 35.17 |
————————— R R e PP e s
bl | 183 | 126 | 175 | 8487 | 5°81
1 10201 ©0.76 1 0.98 ] 20.71 | 33.47
t 3.06 | 2.27 | 2.93 | o1.74 |
| c0.11 | z29.76 | 32.65 | 36.36 |
-------- LR R ey e e X S L LR Rt
L3 651 | 229 | 211 |  aps4 | BOSS
| 3.64t Y.28) 1.18 1 27.z22 | 33.32
| 10.93 1 3,85 ] 3.5 | 81.68 |
I 71.54 | s50.11 | 39.37 | 320.46 |
--------- L Ly R T ]
Trtal Q10 657 536 15967 17870
£.00 2.56 3.00 89.75 100.00
STATISTICS TOR TAPLE OF C_THIRD BY RACE_ETM
Statistic DF Valun Proh
Chi-Square 6 752.665 0.000
lLik~liho~d Ratin Chi-Square 6 733,029 0.000
lontel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 662.859 0.000
Fhi Coefficient 0.205
Contingzncy Ceofficient 0.201
Cramer's V 0.145

Smple Size = 17870
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ATSIGIMENT TO TOP THIPD AT T1RS

TARLF OF C_TiHIPN BY GEMDER

C_INTED GEMDER
Freoquency |
Perrent |
Row Pt |
C~1 Pct |F In | Total
--------- [ R Rt Ry §
1 108 | 5726 | 5074
| 1.1 | z2z.11 | 33.21
I 2.36 | 96.66 |
I 27.21 | 33.46 |
————————— LR R B R
R | 202 | £778 | 5oR0
| 1.13 | 32.33% | 33.47
| 278 | 96.62 1|
| 27.86 | 23.71 |
--------- L EE T T )
30 205 ) ca27 | sone
I 31.82 1 21.50 1 3% 31
| 5.96 | 94.54 |
I a4.8%3 | 37.83 )
--------- LR et e a4
Tt 75 17141 17866

%.06 95.9 100.00

Froquency Miszing = 6

STATISITCS FOR TAPLE OF C_THIRD BY GEMDER

Statistic Dr Value
Chi-Square 2 45.0°8
Lil2lihood Ratio Chi-Square 2 43.169
Mintel-Haopnsmel Chi-Square 1 24.452
Fhi Ceoefficient 0.050
C~ntingency Coefficient 0.0%50
Cromer's V 0.050

Fffe~tive Sanple Size = 17866
Froguency Nicsing = 4
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ASSICINEHT TO TOP THIPD AT TFS

TAPLE OF C_THIPND RY SOUNCE

Comen COUTLF
Ty sqeen-y |
P re~nt |
P et |
C-1 Pt A Im 1ve I'm IVE 13,33 { Total
- mme - [ ke [ $mmmm - fromveann L T +
11 1863 ) 1083 | 670 | 1448 | 619 | 251 | 5934
‘ I 10.43 1 6.06 | 3.7 ) 8.0} 3.46 ] 1.40 | 33.21
) | z1.40f 18.25 ] 11.29 | 2¢.40 | 110.43 1 .23 |
| 27.11 ) 26.38 1 37.45 | 41.28 | Sa.44 | S55.29 |
! B R Rt R $mmvcmme L L ek L ks $rmmnm—aa )
‘ i | a6l | 1396 | 584 | 1151 | 301 | 87 | 5980
i 13,77 | 7.81 | .27 | 6.a4 | 1.68 | 0.49 | 33.47
| | e1.08 1 23.3¢ ] 9.727 1 19.25 | 5.03 | 1.45 |
| 25.81 1 33.01 | 32.64 | 22.8) | 26.47 | 19.16 |
, - R e [ pommmmem LR 4-————— L +
\ T 2549 | 1626 | r26 | °09 | 217 | 116 | 5952
| I 1v.27 | .10 | 2.00 | 5.09 | 1.21 | 0.65 | 323.21
f | w2.82 ) 27.32 1 8.99} 15.27 | 3.65 | 1.95 |
| 27.00 | 29,61 | 29.20 ] 25.91 | 19,00 | 25.55 |
! 4= ormmvmr - o L et o L +
{ 7 411 6«73 4105 1789 rnes 11727 a%G 17864
‘ .47 272.98 10.01 10.6% 6£.24 .54 100.00
Pr quorneys Hinsing = 1)
STATIZTICS FOR TABLE OF C_THIRD BY SOURCE
Statixtic DF Valan Preb
Chi-Squore 10 710.303 0.000
Lil'~1iho~d Patico Chi-Square 10 698, 942 0.000
Hontel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 537.149 0.000
Fhi Coefficiont 0.199
C~ntingency Confficiont 0.196
Cromer's V 0.141

Effcoctive Sample Size = 17866
froquency llissing = 6
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'FIICIMENT 10 10P THIRD AT ITS

TARLE OF C_IHIPD B?Y GCTSUN

c_inirn GCTSI
Froquenecy |
Frreant |
Frw Fet |
C~1 fct <170 12120 | Total
------ e Y Rttt LD PPNy
1 €27 | 8307 | 5034
I 3.5y | 29.70 )1 33.21
| 10.57 1 89.43 |
| 16.82 1 37.52 |
--------- L Rt T T S Py
21 12a ]l 4853 | sep)
I 6.31 1 27.16 | 33.47
| 18.86 | 8a1.14 |
1 20.27 1 324.31 )
~~~~~~~~~ LR e LT L S Y
31 1972 |} 3983 | serg
I 1Y.04 | 22.29 § 33.32
I 33,12 1 e6.88 |
| 52.91 | 28.16 |
--------- L Rk T Y
LTS | i 1414% 17870

20.84 79.14 100,00

STATISTICS FOR TAPLE OF C_THIPD BY GCISUM

Statintic DF Value Frob
Chi-Squnre 2 937.252 0.000
Lit~liheod Ratin Chi-Squsra 2 942.3203 0.000
lantel-iivonzzel Chi-Square 1 915.7¢0 0.000
Fhi Cozfficient 0.229
Contingsency Chnfficiont 0.223
Craner's V 0.229

Sample Size = 17870
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ASSIGIOIENT TO TOP THIPD AT 1S

TARLE OF C_THIRD BY TRSAGE

e THIPD IPSAGE
Tr2qneney |
For-npt '
P~ et |
(500 I T S | 21 20 23| 2a1 251 Total
------- LR e B R R e R el Lt |
1 47 1 1565 | 1599 | 837 | 482 | 5934
I ©0.26 1 8761 8.95| 4.8 | 2.70 | 33.21
| 0.79 1 26.37 | 26.95 ] 16.11 | 8.12 |
| 27.60 ) 26.88 | 31.46 | 27.78 ) 28.20 |
R fmmme e L LR L fomme——— +
2| 41 | 1456 | 1783 | 1049 | 855 | 5981
| ©0.22 ) 8.15]1 9.e8 | s5.87} 3.11 1 33.47
| 0.6} 264.3¢ | 20.81 | 17.5% | 9.28 |
| z2.e0 | 24.03 | 25,08 ) 2%.8° | 32.48 |
-------- L b L R R el e Ry )
3| 370 1287 | 1700 | 1327 | 672 | 5955
| o221 7031 9.51 % 6.3} 3.761 33.32
| o0.62 | 21.11 | 28.55 | 18.93 | 11.28 |
I 29.60 | 29.38 1 33.45 | 37.40 1 39.32 |
--------- L bt B ikt S e )
Tl 125 278 €082 3013 1709 17070
n.70 23.94 28.4% 16.86 9.56 100.00
1C-ntipn~d)
TARIE OF C_THIEN RY TPSAGE
o TDSACE
Frequonay |
Fereent |
Fr~ Pet |
t~1 pct | 261 279 28| 291 20l Total
--------- [ el L et At L e P Y E R TRy )
1 468 | 376 | 273 | 173 | 116 | 5°34
I .62} 2.10| 1.3 | ©0.971 0.64 |} 323.21
Il 7.89 1 6.36 | 4,60 2.92 1 1.921
f 3,696 | 38.02 1 39.74 | 66.13 | 44.88 |
--------- D R el T R et ittt J
2| 438 | 201 | 101 | 103 | 64 | 5981
] 2.5 1.8 1.071 0.53 1| 0.36 | 33.47
i 7.32f 5.03} 3191 1.721 1.071
I 32.25 1 20.43 | 27.80 | 27.47 | 25.20 |
--------- L et L L R e et EE L e et Tl
30 452 | 312 | 223 | 99 |} 76 | 5955
| 2531 1.7 | 1.25| o.55| 0.43 ] 32.32
I 7.591 5.2 2.7 1.¢661 1.28 1|
I 32,281 3185 32.46 | 26.a0 | 29.92 1
--------- L et e e Sttt D2 DL LT
Total 1358 989 687 375 254 17870
7.60 5.53 3.84 2.10 1.42 100.00
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF C_THIRD BY TRSAGE
Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 18 192.347 0.000
Lik~lihood Ratio Chi-Square 18 191.169 0.000
Itantel-Ho~nnzel Chi-Square 1 1.791 0.181
Fhi Cornfficicnt 0.10%
Contingency Coofficient 0.103
Cramer's V 0.073

Sample Sizen =

7870
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STATISI1CS TOR TABLE OF C

Statistic

FESTCIMENT 10 TOP INTPD AT TIPS

TARLE OF C_THIPD BY AMARITAL

C_IHIFD
Froquency |
forcent |

pru Pt |
Cn} Pct

in

AIARITAL
Is
........ Pommm——-—

2338 | 3596
12.08 | 20.12
39.40 | 60.60
36.67 | 31.28

........ frmcmmrm=

2110 | 3871
11.81 | 21.66
35.28 | 64.72
33.10 | 23.68

........ L

1027 | 4028
10.78 | zz.54
22.%6 | 67.6%
20.73 | 2R.04

........ .------—-

6375 11495

35.67 66.33

—— et — o ————

Total

5934
33.21

5981
33.47

‘N
]
e LY
"3 G

17870
100.00

_THIFD BY AMARITAL

Chi-Squar

(<]

Lil -1ihood Ertio Chi-Syuare
Hantol-Haenszel Chi-Square

fhi Cooff

Contingency Corfficiont

Cromer's

Smple Si

jciont
v
=0 = 17870
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APPENDIX H

SEITCEION TO CATT BY COHORT

VAPEF O VR MY CSFL

YR rery,

Frrquen-y |

t v-ent )

et |

-1 fet o n [ TR |
R e R e ]

nn | w2 1089 | 17e?
] 2371 ®8.82 ] 1in. <o
| 2v.77 1 78.23 )
| .06 | 11.85 |

e N ey —e s

nt | 04 | 1n49 | ) RA4S
1 2.40 | 8.21 1 1n. 4
| rren ) 77.42 1
I o=} 11.13 1

- R R e ]

R™ (SN | 1029 ) | LOVAS
| 4o} B8.23) -
| r2.44 ) 67.56 |
| Is.29 f 11.78 0

- - LR R R +

n* | my | 1177 ) ina
| 2.c8 | 9.22t 10.n
I 2a.a5 } 75.00 |
I 1140 | 12.48 |

- I I it ]

| w21 | 1107 | 1ron
| 3. 70 | 8.67 | 11.94
| o7.88 | 7ez.as |
I 31250 11.74 |

S ries efememcea Vrmmmme e +

e 4°8 | 870 | i1°°8
I 3.1 1 s.81 { 130.%6
| 22.97 | 67.03 |
1 12.n0 | 9.2% |

B R Lty brmmmecen +

as | 73§ °z7 {1 1700
I 2.92 7.26 | 10.18
| 7869 ) 71.21 |
I 1141 9 |

| 1749
LI AT | 9.54 | *.n8

1

I

Total 3%43 9429 12772
26.17 73.83 100.00

Stati=tins DF Value Prob
Chi-Syuarn 8 140.075 Q.000
Likelthood Patin Chi-Square 8 143,078 0.000
Hantol-Hanuzsenl Chi-Squace 1 0.092 0.762
Fhi Crnftirinnt 0.10%
Contingancy Cnnfflecfiont 0.304%
Cramer's V 0.10%

Samplas Sizn = 12772
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SELECTION 10 CAPT DY RACE_ETH

T/BLE OF RACE_FIM PY CSEL

RACE_ETH CSEL
Frequeney |
fercont |
Row Pect |
Col Fet o
......... e ——
BLACK | 58
| 2.0z
| 40.06
| 7.72
e bomcmmaan
HISPANIC | 87
| o0.68
| 30.96
| 2.60
......... [ 2 R P,
OINER | 104
| o0.8)
| 20.61
| 3.1
_________ frmm e
UNITE | 2894
I 22.66
I 25.15
| 86.57
e L T [
Totnl 2343
26.17

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETI! RY CSEL

Statisti~

-

12772
100.00

Chi-Squnce

Likelihood Ratin Chi-Square
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square
Phi Corfficient
Contingency Cocfficient
Cramer’s V

Sample Size = 12772
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SELECTION T0 CAPT RY RFIMER
TARILE OF GFENDER BY CSEL
CFINER CSEL

Frrquency |
Frrcent |

Pru Pt |

€~1 Pzt |0 3] I Totml

--------- LR EEE LY

F | 139 751 | 490
Il 100 2.;5] 3.8%
| 28.37 | 71.63 |
1 a.16 | 3.72 1}

--------- LR et EE T Y )

1 1 3206 | 9078 | 12782
| 25.09 | 71.08 | ©6.14
| 26.00 | 73.91 |
| os.ra¢ | 926.28 |

--------- L Rl B P X )

To#al 3303 9429 12772

26.17 73.83 100.00

STATISTICR TOR TABLE OF GLIDFR Ry C7°FL

Stytistic DF JYalue Frob

Chi-Zquar~ 1 1.2¢8 0.260

it 21ihond Patio Chi-Square b 1.247 0.264

Centinuity Adj. Chi-Sjuare 1 1.153 0.283

M ntcl-Hacusz2) Chi-Sjuare 1 1.268 0.260

Fisher's Exact Test (Loft) 0.880
(Right) 0.142
12-12il) 06.271

Fhi Coefficiont 0.010

C~ntingency Coefficient 0.010

Cramer's V g.010

Sample Size = 12772
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SFIFCTION T CAPT RY SOURCE OF FNHIPY

TABLE OF SOURCE BY CSEL

SOMRCE CSEL

Trequency |

Forecent |

Pow Fot |

Col Pct |0 B I Totyit

--------- LR LR it ST TN ]

YA § 1426 | 7037 | a8s}
| 11.18 | 26.91 | 38.0¢6
| 29.29t 70.71 |
| 42.60 | 326.45 |

--------- L e et LR LT )

B | org | sy | 2829
| 7.50 | Y4.73 | 22.2%
I 33.74 | é65.26 |
| 28.66 | 19.95 |

R R e R - ——— +

vC l 173 1 1761 | 1424
I 1251 9.79 | 11.15
| 12,35} 8&7.85 |
| L I B R A |

————————— [ L L s )

D I £25 | 1973 |  zaon
I a.31 ] 15.45 { 19.54
| 21.02 | 73.98 |
] 15.70 | z20.92 |

————————— L R EE TPy |

vE | 181 | 618 | ans
| 1.7 | 4.84 | 6.321
| 23.23 | 76.67 |
I 5.62 1 6.55 |

————————— L e Rttt 4

i | 75 1 269 | 244
I o0.59 | 2.11 ] 2.69
| 21.80 | 78.20 |
| 2.2¢ 1 2.85)

--------- L et LT LY 3

Total 3343 9429 12772

26.17 73.83% 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF SOURCE BY CSEL

Statistic DF Value
Chi-Square " 5 294.819
Likelihood Patio Chi-Square 5 316.308
Mantel-Haensz2l Chi-Square 1 105.229
Fhi Coefficient 0.152
Contingency Cocfficient 0.150
Cramer's V 0.152

Sample Size = 12772
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CPLFCTION TO CAPT BY SOURCF OF FHTRY-LESS SYC ACAD

TARLE OF SOURCE BY CSIL

SOURCE (g

Froquencyl

Prrcent |

r~a et |

C-1 Pct |0 3] | Total

--------- I il T T )

YA i 14024 | 2037 | 4841
I 12.55 1 20.29 | az.hq
I 29.29 1 70.71 |
I 44.92 | 42,03 |

---------- [ it DT TR 3

¥B | 058 | 1281 | 2879
I 8.9 | 16.58 | o5.02
I 33.7¢ | 66.26 |
| 3e.22 | z3.00 |

--------- L e ]

D | 25 | 1973 | 26498
I 4.63 |1 17.39 | 2z.01
| 21.02 1 78.98 |
I 16.56 | £4.13 |

--------- L ek BT TRy 3

NF | 188 | «18 | 806
| 1.65 | 5,45 | 7.10
I 23.33 | 76.67 |
| 5.93 | 7.56 |

--------- L el T L )

e | 75 | 269 | 249
| o0.66 | 2.37 1 3.03
| c1.80 | 78.20 |
t 2.37 1 3.29

--------- R b R I

Total 7170 8178 11743

STATISTICS FTOR TABLE OF SOURCE BY CSEL

Statistic DF Value
Chi-Sjuare 4 126.280
Lik~lihocd Ratio Chi-Square 4 128.744
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 51.497
Fhi Coefficient 0.106
Contingency Coefficient 0.105
Cramer's V 0.106

Sample Size = 11348
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SFIFCTION T0 CAPT BY CCT THRESHOID = 120

TABLE OF GCTSUIl BY CSFL

erisun CSEL

Frequency |

Porcent |}

R~w Pct |

C21 Pct |0 I I Total

--------- frmm vt mmccnann}

<120 ! 816 | 1567 | 27n3
| 6.39 1 12.27 | 18.66
] 26.24 | 65.76 |
} 20.01 | 16.62 |}

--------- [ SR AT Il EE Ll L L a4

e bt | 2nz7 | 7862 | 10729
1 19.79 | 61.5% | 81.24
| za.322 | 75.68 |
I 75.589 | 83.28 |

---------- L R T R 4

Total 3743 94329 12772

26.17 73.83 100.00

Statistie DF Value Prob
Chi-Sjunre ] 98.68% 0.000
L.ikelihe~d Ratio Chi-Squore 1 94.497 0.000
Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 98.176 0.000
antel-Haennz~21l Chi-Square 1 98.681 0.000
Fisher's Exact Test (Loft) 1.000
(Right) 1.83E-22
(2-Tail) 2.52E-22
Fhi Coefficiont 0.088
Contingency Coefficient 0.088
Cramar's V : 0.088

Sample Size = 12772
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SFITCTION
TAP
C THIERD
frequoncy
Forecont
Paw Pet
€~1 Fct

STATISTICS

Statistic

TO CAPL RY CONPOSITE THITD

LE OF C_THITD RY CSEL
CSEL

|

|

|

|0 11 I Total

L L L +

| 657 | 3652 | 43209

Il 5.14 | 28.59 | 33.74

I 15.25 1 84.75 |

| 19.65 | 38.73 |

L et bormmmm—- +

I 1069 | 3222 | 429}

I 8.37 | 25.23 ] 323.¢0

| 24.91 | 75.09 |}

I 31.98 | 324.17 |

L e $owmeemen +

| 1617 | 2555 | 46172

| 12.66 | 20.00 | 32.67

| 38.76 | 61.24 |

| «8.27 | 27.10 |

LR bovmmmm +

3743 9429 12772
26.17 73.83 100.00

FOR TARLE OF C_THIRD BY CSEL

DF Value

Chi-3quare
Lilelihead Patin C
tlantel-Haonzz21 Ch
Fhi Coetficient
Contingency Cooffi
Cramor's V

Sample Size = 1277

<
hi-Square 2 616.207
i-Square 1

cient 0.214

2
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STIFCTION 10 CAFT BY "OCCFID*™ AT IB3

TARLE OF OCCFLD BY CSEL

OCCFLD CSEL
Frequency |
Percent
Pou Pt |
Col Pot O 11 | Total
----- B B R Y
AIIATOR | 267 | 3176 | 3841
| 2.87 | 264.85 | 27.72
| 10.2¢ | B89.¢4 |
| 10.98 | 33.66 |
------- el e e L L L e ]
cntaris | 1338 | 2774 | 4112
| 1048} 21.72 | 3%.20
| 32.84 | 67.46 |
| 40.02 | 29.42 |\
--------- LR Y ek LT T
criser | 403 | 795 | 1198
} 32161 6.22) 9.28
| 33,66 | 66.26 |
I 12,06 1 8.43 |
--------- LRl Lttt Y )
csveseT | 1235 |} 2686 | 3021
| 9.671 21.03| 30.70
{ z1.50 } 68.50 |
I 26.04 ) z8.49 |
--------- L il Attt ]
Tntal 2703 9429 12772

26.17 73.83 100.00

STATISTICS FOP TABLE OF OCCFLD BY CSFL

Statistic DF Value Frob
Chi-Square 3 636.782 0.000
Likelihood PRatio Chi-Square 2 722.084 0.000
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 226.086 0.000
Phi Coefficient 0.223
Centingency Coefficient 0.218
Cramer's V 0.223

Somple Size = 12772
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STLECTION 10 CAPT RY "OCCFIN" AT TBS-LESS AVIATOR

TABLE OF OCCrLD BY CSEL

OCCELD CSFL
Frequency |
Frrcent |
Row Pet |
C~1 Pct O
--------- .--_-—---
CBRTARMS | 1338
| 14.49
| 32.56
I 44.96
......... Pmm—mme-—-
CPTSPT | 603
I «.37
| 33.64
| 13.54
--------- e mm—m -
CSYCSPT | 1735
I 13.28
| 321.50
I &l1.r0
......... $mrmmem—a
Totnl 2976
32.249

Chi-Square

Likolihood Ratio Chi-Square
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square
Phi Cocfficieont
Contingaency Coefficient
Cramer’'s V

Sample Size = 9231

89

Total

4112
4% .55

1198
12.98

3921
42.48

0231

100.00




SEIFCTION 70 CAFT BY “OCCTIN" AT TINE COUSIDERED

TAPLE OF COCCFLD BY CSEL

COCCFLD CSFEL
Froquency |
Pereent |
PAy Fet )
C~1 ret |o
......... L I
AVIATOR | 103
| 0.8}
I &.74
| 3.08
......... Pmmmmmm-
ceTans | 1237
| 10.47
| 34.82
I 29.90
_________ fomm e m— -
CRISPT | 469
| 3.82
| 32.68
| 13.43
_________ borcmemm——
CSVCSPT | 1454
I 11.38
| 26.96
} 43.49
_________ L
Total 3343
26.17

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF COCCFLD BY CSEL

Statistic

Chi-Square

Likelihcod Ratio Chi-Squore
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Squore
Fhi Cocfficient

Contingency Coefficient
Cramer's V

Sample Size = 12772

90

I Total

2172
17.01

3873
30.32

————

1223

\
f 10.49
|
1

-+
| [$.1-11
i «2.7
|
|
-4+
12772
100.00

696,544

872.946

126.112
0.224
0.2¢

0.234




STITCTIOY 10 CAFT BY "OCCFLD"-LESS AVIATOR, AT TIIE CONSIDERED
TABLE OF COCCriD BY CSEL
CUCCFLD CSCL

Froquency |
Prrcent
Ru Pct
C~l Fet

o

I3 | Total
-------- L Y )

1337 | 2536 | 3873
12.61 | 23.92 1 36.%%
24.52 | €5.48 |
41.27 | 24.66 |

................ [ P Y

O e ces G B e —— - A —— e ———

CRISFT 449 | 884 | 1233
4.2 1 8.3¢ | 12.58
.68 1 66.32 |
13.8¢ | 12.01 1}
----------------- L
CSYCSPT 1454 | 3040 | 5204
13,72 | 37.17 | 50.89
26.9% | 73.04 |
as.88 | 53.53 |
------------------ L et |
ot 2240 7260 10600
30.57 69.43  100.00

Sttistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 2 67.774 0.000
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2 67.824 0.000
HMantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 63.022 0.000
Phi Cocfficient 0.080
Contingency Ceoefficient 0.080
Cramer's V 0.0C0

Sample Siz2 = 10600

91




SETRECIYON T0 CAPT BY AHS MNONRESIDENT COMIIETION

TAPLE Or CCLSHON BY CSEL

ceLsion CSEL
frequancy |
Fercent |
Peouw Pct |
Cs1 Pect o |
------- LY T TR —
0 | 3218 |
] 25.20 |
| 26.53 |
1 96.26 |
--------- D Y
1 | 125 |
] o0.98 )
| 19.44 |
| 3,74 |
--------- L R — Y
Tetal 3243
26.17

| Total

1 12129
I 94.97
|
|

+
| 643
! s5.03
|
|

1277

oy

100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF CCLSHON BY CSEL

Statiztic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 1 15.891 0.000
l.it>lihe>d Ratie Chi-Squar~ 1 16.875 0.000
Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 15.526 0.000
Hfantel-Haensz21 Chi-Square 1 15.890 0.000
Fizher's Exact Test (Loft) 1.000
fRight) 2.54E-05
(2-Tail) 4.92E-05
Phi Coefficient 0.035
Contingency Confficient 0.035
Cramer's V 0.035
Sample Sire = 12772
92




APPENDIX I

SELECTION 10 NAJOR BY COHORT

TABLE OF YR BY MSEL

YR NMSEL
Frequency |
Parcent |
R~ Pct |
Col Pct |0 I
......... R bl e
80 | 218 | 228
| 16.%4 | 30.15
I 35.97 | 64.03
| 39.85 | S52.43
......... e it Rt
81 | 229 | 352
| 25.86 | 27.15
| «8.31 | 51.69
| 60.15 | 47.57
......... o m—e e m e -
Total B47 740
42.50 57.50

Total

606
4%47.09

631
52.91

1287
100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF YR BY MSEL

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 1 19.973 0.000
Lik~olihcod Ratio Chi-Square | 20.061 0.000
Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 19.472 0.000
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 19,9068 0.000
Ficher's Exact Test (Left) %.90E-06
(Right) 1.000
(2-Tail) 8.07E-06
Phi Coefficient -0.125
Contingency Coefficient 0.12
Cramer's V -0.125

Sample Size = 1287
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TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY MSEL

RACE_ETH

Frequency
Percent
Pouw Pct
Col Pet

Chi-Square

HSEL

Litelihood Ratio Chi-Square
llantel-Haenszel Chi-Square

Phi Coefficient

Contingency Cecefficient

Cramer's V

Sample Size =
WARNING:

1287
257 of the cells have expected counts less

1 I Total
e TSR +

20 | 46

1.55 | 3.57
43.48 |
2.70 |
R +

4 | 8

0.31 | 0.62
50.00 |
0.56 |
------ -t

21 | 31

1.63 ] 2.41
67.74 |
2.84 |
-------- +

605 | 1202

54.00 | 93.40
s7.82 |
93.92 |
-------- *

740 12a7

57.50 100.00

than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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SELFCTION TO HAJOR BY GEMDER

TABLE OF GEMDER BY MSEL

GFIMER HMSEL

Frequency|

Prrcent |

Rou Pct |

C~1 Fct |0 1" | Total

memeec—a LR el D ettt +

F | 33 | 30 | 63
I 2.s6 | 2.33] 4.9
| 52.38 | 47.62 |
I 6.03] 4.05 |

--------- L A et L ]

n | 14 | 710 | 1224
| 39.9¢ | 85.17 | 95.10
| 41.99 | s8.01 |
| 93.97 | o95.95 |

--------- L T Trr T T ey Y

Total £47 760 1287

462.50 £7.50 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF GFIDER BY NSEL

Statistic DF Value Prob

Chi- Sguare 1 2.645 0.104

Likelihocd Ratio Chi-Square 1 2.612 0.106

Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 2.237 0.135

Hintel-Hoennzel Chi-Szuare 1 2.643 0.104

Ficsher's Exoct Test (Left) 0.960
(Right) 0.068
(2-Tail) 0.117

Fhi Coefficient 0.045

Crntingency Coefficient 0.045

Cramer*s V 0.045

Sample Size = 3287
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SELFUTION TO NAJOR BY SOURCE OF ENIPY

TARLE OF SOURCE BY ISEL

SOMPCE NSEL
Trequency|
Porcont |
P~u Pct |
Col Pct O 11 | Total
--------- R L
KA | 164 | 239 | 403
| 12.74 | 18.57 | 31.31
| 40.69 | 59.31 |
I 29.98 1 32.30 |
--------- L et TR LY 3
VB | 121 | 168 | 299
{ 10.18 | 13.05 | 23.2
I 43.81 1 56.19 |
{ 23.05 | 22.70 |
————————— LR et L Tl T )
¥C J T | 88 | 1722
i 2.2 | 6.86 | 10.76
I 33.33 ] 65.67 |
1 8.0¢ | 11.89 |
--------- -—mmm e —m—m——— ¢
D | 106 | 134 | 242
i 8.26 | 10.57 | 18.80
}] 43.80 | 56.20 |
I 190.723 | 18.728 |
---------- LRt Rtttk 1
VE | 57 | 67 1 17
I .43 | 5.21 | 9.63
| 45.97 | &4.03 |
| 10.42 ] 9.05 |
--------- e et L L LS )
uy \ s | 42 | 87
] 3.0} 3.261 6.76
| s1.72 1 48.28 |
| 8.23 |1 5.68 |
--------- L bl Sttt LY )
Total 547 760 1287

42.50 57.50 100.00

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-S3juare 5 9.0% 0.105
Lik2lihood PRatio Chi-Square 5 9.168 0.103
tlantel-Kaenszel Chi-Square 1 2.646 0.104
Phi Coefficient 0.08%
Contingency Cocfficient 0.084
Cramer's V 0.084

Saomple Size = 1287
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SFIFCLINN 10 MAD BY GCT THRESHOID = 170

TAPLE OF GCTSUit BY NSIL

6CISUN HSEL

Froquency |

Porcent |

Rrw Pct |

Col Pct |0 I | Total

--------- L R L e s

<120 } 101 | 100 | 701
| 7.85 | 7.77 | 15.62
| so0.25 | 49.75 |
| 18.46 | 13.51 |

--------- I LR

~2100 | 446 | 6490 | 1086
} 24.65 | 49.73 | 84.28
] «l.07 | 58.93 |
| 81.560 | 86.49 |

————————— IR R e Ry )

Tetal £67 760 1027

42.%0 57.50 100.00

Statintic DF Value Frob

thi-Syuare ] 5.8%0 0.016

Litzlihood Ratio Chi-Square 1 5.795 0.016

Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 5.480 0.019

tantel-Hacns=el Chi-Square 1 5.845 0.016

Tisher’'s Exact Test (Lofi) 0.994
(Right) 9.84E-03
(2-Tail) 0.016

Fhi Coefficiont 0.067

Contingency Coefficient 0.047

Cramer's V 0.067

Sample Size = 1287
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SFLECTICH 10 HAJOR BY COMPOSITE THIRD
TABLE OF C_THIRD BY NSEL
c_1nirn HSEL

froquencyl
Percent |

Rra Pt |
Col Fct |0 i1 f Total
--------- L el ettty
1| 177 1 370 | €47
| 13.75 | 28.75 | 42.50
| 32.36 | 67.64 |
! 32.36 | 50.00 |
--------- L e L LD S )
21 1903 | 227 | his]
| 15.00 ) 17.64 | 32.63
| 45.95 | 54.05 |
I 35.28 ) 20.68 j
--------- LR et L |
EA | 177 | 143 | 320
I 13,75 1 11.11 | 24.86
| 55.31 | 44.69 |
1 32.36 | 19.32 |
--------- L et DL DL Y

Total ga7 760 1287
@42.%0 57.50 100.00

STATISTICS TOR TAPLE OF C_IHIRD BY M7°TL

Statistic Dr Value Frob
Chi-Sjuara 2 46.566 0.000
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2 46,908 0.000
ttintel-llaenozel Chi~Square 1 46.024 0.000
Fhi Cocfficiont 0.1°0
Contingoncy Coofficient 0.187
Cramer's V 0.190

Sample Site = 1287
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SFLECTION TO MAIOR RY "NCCTLD" AT 1P5
TABLE OF OCCTLD BY NSEL
OCCE LD 1SEL

frequency|
Frreont |

R~w Pct |
Col Pct O I 1 Total
--------- L e ELL LY )
AVIATOR | 140 | 202 | 742
| 10.88 | 15.70 | 26.57
| 40.94 | 59.06 |
} 25.80 | 27.30 |
--------- L it 3
CPRTAPHS | 221 | 286 | g7
I 17.17 | z22.22 | 39.29
| 43.59 | 56.41 |
| 40.40 | 38.65 |
--------- L ekt L
crrSPT | 46 | 67 | 113
| 3,57 5.2 ] 8.78
| 40.73 | 8%9.29 |
I 8.4 ] 9.05 |
--------- L e S Ty §
CSvesSPT | 140 | 185 | 325
| 10.88 | 14.37 | 25.7
| 43.08 | 56.92 |
i 2r.59 | 25.00 |
--------- Lt DL T Y
Total 547 760 1287

<.50 £7.50 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF OCCFLD BY NSEL

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Syuare 3 0.782 0.854%
Lik21lihoed Ratio Chi-Sqnare 3 0.783 0.854
Hantel-Haznszel Chi-Square 1 0.12 0.722
Fhi Coefficient 0.0Z

Contingency Co=fficient 0.025

Cramer's V 0.025

Sample Sirze = 1287
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STLFCIINON TO HAIOR BY "OCCFID" WHEM CAPTAIH

TARLE OF COCCFID BRY ISEL

COCCFID ISEL
Frequency |
Percent |
Pou Fct |
Cal Pct |O
......... '-—-—---—
AVIATOR | 93
| 7.23
| 28,50
I 17.00
......... e -
cerarns | 215
| 16.71
| 42.88
I 30,71
......... RS-
ceISer | 50
I 3.89
| 4o0.32
1 9.14
--------- Prmmr -
csvesPT | 189
| 14.69
| a43.75
| 324.88
......... ommcmn——
Total 847

STATISTICS FOR TABLE CF COCCFLD BY MSEL

¢ - — e ——— — P —————— —— ——— -

Totn1

211

18.73

%00
38.07

1287
100.00

Statistic DF Value
Chi-Sjuare 3 2.406
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Sguare 3 2.419
Htantel-Ho2nsz2l Chi-Square 1 0.756
Fhi Coefficient 0.042
Contingency Coefficient 0.043
Cramer's V 0.043
Sample Size = 1287
100




TILECTION TO AR BY “OCCFLD"AT TTHE COHSIDERED

TAPLE OF 110CCTLD BY MSEL

HOCCFLD NSEL

Frequency |
FPorcent |
Pouw Pct |
Cod Fct |0
+

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF MOCCFLD BY MSEL

Statintic

Chi-5quare

Lik2lihood Ratio Chi-Square
Hantel-Haenszzel Chi-Square
Phi Coefficiont

Contingency Coefficient
Cramer's V

Sample Size = 1287

> -

- ——

P e et ¢ e - > —— ———

101

— v —

* e s S ————

xen
30.15

150
11.66

705
30.69

1287
100.00




SELFCTION TO HAJOR PY ANS PESIDFNT
TARIFE OF !CLSPFS BY MSEL
NCLSPES MSEL

Frequancy |
Poercent |

Rou Pet |
c»ol Fet {o 11 | Total
--------- L el R T Y )
0 ] 419 | 288 | 807
| 32.56 | 20.15] 62.70
I s51.92 1 «8.08 |
| 76.60 | 52.43 |
--------- L el L LT T ]
1 i 128 | 752 | 480
| 9.95 | 27.35 ) 37.30
t 26.67 1 73.332 )
| 23.40 | 47.57 |
--------- L R e d
Tatal 547 740 1287

42.50 57.50 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF MCLSPES BY MSEL

Stati~tic DF Value Prob

Chi-Square 1 78.548 0.000

Likelihond Ratio Chi-Square 1 80.842 0.000

Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 77.518 0.000

lantel-Hoenszel Chi-Squace 1 78.487 0.000

Fizher's Exact Test (Left) 1.000
(Pight) 2.15E-19
(2-Tail) 2.94E-19

Fhi Cozfficicont 0.247

Contingency Cocfficient 0.240

Cramer's V 0.247

Sanple Size = 1287




SFIFCIINN 10 BAJOR BY CUD2STAFF HONTESIDENT

TARLE OF IMILSHON BY HSEL

H11L.SHON HEFL

Fr~quancy |

Percent |

R Pt |

Col Pct |O ] | Total

--------- IR SRS LY R L Ll 3

0 | 499 | 602 | 1101
| 38.77 | 46.78 | 85.55
| %5.32 | 5¢%.68 |
| ©1.22 | B1.35 |

--------- L e LD LR DL

1 | 48 | 138 | 186
| 3.73 | 10.72 | 14.45
| 25.81 | 74.19 |
| 8.78 | 18.65 |

--------- LR it b LT LY

Total 547 740 1287

42.50 57.50 100.00

Statistic DF Value Prob

Chi-Squnre 3 24.799 0.000

Lik~lihood Ratio Chi-Square 1 26.02 0.000

Continuity Adj. Chi-Square 1 26.007 0.000

Hontel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 24.780 0.000

Fisher's E:xact Test (Left) 1.000
(Right} 2.69E-07
t2-Tail) 5.35E-07

Fhi Coefficient 0.139

Contingency Coofficient 0.137

Cramer's V 0.139

Sample Size = 1287
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APPENDIX J

T R JIESIS OF PACE, ETHHIC BY PISY TAUINE

TARLE OF RACE_FIN RY YR

L ""l'
| R N |
LI BT N |
R | an) M nry (3] na g LTI PN
’ [ R R el Y ) amee-t
e | &7 | 65 | &8 | oy | 106 | 85 | ~tn
| 0. 0 | o0’ | 053} 0% ) o0as8i w.0
I 44 719 ) 7.39 0 10.33 ) 11.65 0 .34 )
I ?»rt aan ] ze3 ) 5Ban | 6.5 | 6.21 1
[} N L [ $osevonna R +
I | 8 8| 18 ) 42 ) a1 | 30 | ans
I oo0s | 0051 0101 0241 0231 0.7 7«
| 17514 1.75 | 3.04 | 9.19 1 8.97 ¢t ¢.% |
i nry b 0.5 1 1091 2ar | 2.as i 2.10 |
[} I e R R 4o -emnme hemmema g .-t
TR ! m 21| 6s | 27\ ra | 26 | e
! o1 o2 o021 0135{ 0.21} 0.35) 3 un
I 7e2 | 32| 12031 So0f 7.0°| .85 |
| LY AN ] 1.44 | .08 | 1.58 | ?.78 | 1.00 |
+ L I R AL R Y R PR 4 e ]
T i 1 176 | 1704 | %77 1 1404 | 1778 | 15047
I 7711 7.én}l 842 | 8.8 8.29 1 6.87 1 no.xn
| 87| 8% | 942 88| 9.29| 769}
f o ¢ | oe3.8 | o1.064 | °0.63 | AR.02 | nro.70 |
- ’ R I LR it - e Yo mm L L]
LIRS 140 1460 1482 1740 1469 1769 yirin
n.on 8.17 9.7 9,74 9.7 7.64 1gn.ng
LN AT 2R ]
roes N k2.4
Troprsee|
$ yoent |
rurt |
rypet | ne| arl LY} 1] °g| o1l Totw?
B il LT PP L et LR R R et ]
npary 1 N | o | 6% | 86 | b | 49 | Q10
| o041 | 04991 0.1 048} o043 0©0.271 5.0
] 81313) o967} 7.0%) 945] 8.46] 5.2}
I 5461 8251 881 | 88| 697 4.06)
B e D D B R e L R et |
HERTICUD Lol | 52 47 | 50 | 85 | 6% | a3 | ant
| of°e] o0.261 o0.28) o3| o0.3| 0.20 ]| .5
I 1.3 1 10.281 1090 | 1200 | 33.729 0 9.4 |
] x83 ) 280 431§ 35| 4021 3.87]|
R Rt Ry Y R L D .
[BL LY i 24 | 60 | (1 70 § 64 | a6 L340
0.19¢ 0.2 | 90.271 0.39] ©0.381] o0.2% $.00
I 6.7 ) 1191 9.14 ] 13064 11,94 | 8.2}
f 253} 3l 6221 @8} 1 613 |  5.45
--------- LRt R N N L Rl EECE L LLEY ]
UI1E I 16 | 1482 | 908 | 1240 | 1245 | J070 | 15947
1 6.69]1 8.29| s5.58| 7.0 72.¢* | 5.90 ] @89.2%
] 749) 9.28) ¢.2851 8.39] 84| 6.70}
| 88.c0 | 88.37 | B85.96 | 86.40 | ®6.83 | 88.72 |
--------- L R R R R Ry L Y R
141 1286 1677 1161 1553 1849 1206 17850
7.50 9.38 €.50 8.68 8.67 6.75 100.00
STATISIICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY YR
Statiatir or Valun Feob
Chi-Square 33 200.473 0.000
f.ikalihond Ratio Ch-Square 33 232,221 0.000
antol-llaensz~l Chi-Square 1 42.069 0.000
Phi Corfficient 0.108
Contingency Ceefficient 0.108
Cramer‘s ¥ 0.06X

Sample Size = 17870
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NY =0 TFES1IS OF PACF,ETNNIC BY RISK TFArTOR

TARLE OF RACE_ETH PY SOURCE

THE T SOURCE
Treqn ey )
fror~~nt |
R Pt
a1 Feb o |2A IR B I'D {NE %X
e e g e $ommm e L L $ommmae- $ommm e
PrACY | 258 262 | 114 | 152 | 103 | 4
! 1.49 | 1.471 o0.641 o085} 0.58] 0.12
| 28.35 1 28.79 | 12.53 | 16.70 | 1).22 | 2.31
| 3.7 | 6.3 1 6.37] 4.33 )1 906 | 4.63
B Rt T T T bomcccmme $ooemennn L i L L
nrsranic | 188 | 102 | 69 | 47 | 38 | 13
| 1.05} 0.571 0.391 o0.261 wo©0.21 1 0.07
| @1.14 | 22.32 | 15.10 | 10.28 | 8.32 | 2.84
I 2.7 {1 2.48 | 3.86 | 1.3¢ | 3.2¢ | 2.86
S e L L L L L bommem - bomwmmee
OIFR | 216 126 | 113 | 57 | 17 | 5
| 1.2 ] 0.69 1 o©0.63)] ©0.32f o0.0] o©.03
| #0.60 | 23.31 | 21.24 | 10.71 ] 3.20| 0.9
) 334 ) 302) 6.32}1 3.621 11.501}) 1.30
S e == R dowmmm—= dmmmemene L R $-mmmm———
UHTIF | 6211 | 3617 | 1493 | 3252 | 979 | 415
| 24.76 | c0.25 | 8.2 | 18.20 1 5.48 | 2.32
] 28,90} 22651 9.35 | 20.37 | 6.13 | 2.60
] 00.37 ) 83.11 | 83.45 | ©92.70 | 86.10 | 91.41
--------- L Rt Ry et A L L LY B PRy e T
Total 6873 4105 1789 3508 1137 454
38.47 22.98 10.01 19.64 6.36 2.54
frequen~y Hinsing = 4
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACF_ETH BY SNURCE
Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 15 235.984 0.000
Li¥2lihood Ratio Chi-Square 15 224.573 0.0C0
tfantel-Ha~nszel Chi-Square 1 6.113 0.013
rhi Coefficiont 0.115
Contingency Coetficient 0.119
Cramer's V 0.066

Effective Sample Size = 17866
Frequency Hissing = 4

105

| Total
L]
| 910
| 5.09
i
|
+
| 457
| 2.56
|
|
| 532
| 2.98
|
|
4
I 15967
| 89.37
i
i
+
17866
100.00




CHT =N 1F3IS OF RACFEINNIC BY PISK FACIOR

1ABLE OF RACF_ETM BY €CTSIM

RACE_ETM (c1o8 511 ]
fiequoency |
Frrcent |
Prw ot |
cnl Pt |7120 I~=120 | Totad
--------- [ R R Kt ]
PLACY i 474 | 476 | 010
| 2.65 | z.49% | £.00
] 82.09 ) 47.91 |
| 12.72 | z2.08 |
-------- R R e T e ]
HISPANIC | 162 | 295 | 457
| o0.91 | 1.65 | 2.54
| 25.45 | 64.55 |
I .25 1 2z.09 |
--------- R ALl
nINre | 139 | 397 | 526
| 0.78 | z.22 | %.00
| 25.93 1 74.07 |
| 3.73 1 2.81 |
-------- E Y el LTy
WHITE | 2952 | 13015 | 15967
} 16.82 | 72.83 | 89.2%
] 18.49 | 81.51 |
I 79.21 1 ¢z.02 |
--------- L ettt At Lt T 2
Total 372 14163 17870

20.86 79.14 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TAPLE OF RACE_ETIH BY Gr1suUlt

Statiatic DF Value frob
Chi-Squnee 3  659.319 0.000
Lik2lihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 545.432 0.000
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Squoare 1 649.424 0.000
Fhi Ceefficient 0.192
Contingency Coefficient 0.189
Cramer's V 0.192

Sample Size = 17870
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(NI 79 TESIS OF PrCE/ETMNIC BY PRISY TACIOR

TABLE OF PACF_EIN RY C_THIMD

PACE_ETH C_IHID

Froquency |

Porcent |

Row Pct |

Ceol Pt |} 1 2| 31 1otal

--------- LA et EEEE R Ll R s ey

PLACK | 76 | 183 | 651 | 910
I ©0.43] 1.02] 363} 5.09
| 8.35 | 20.11 | 71.54 |
| 1.28 1 3.06 | 10.93 |

--------- L S et 2L LY )

HISPANIC | 92 1 126 | 229 | 457
{ o0.51 1 o0.76 1 1.28 | 2.56
| 20.13 | 29.76 | 50.11 |
I 1.8 ] 2.27 1 3.85 ¢

--------- LR el etk R Ty}

OTNER | 150 | 175 | 211 | 536
i o0.8¢ ) o0.98]1 1.18 | 3.00
| 27.99 | 32.65 | 39.37 |
| 2.53 | 2.03 | 3.54 |

--------- R el L PRSP )

WHITE | 4616 | 6487 | 4864 | 15967
| 31.43 ) 30.70 | 27.22 | 89.35
I 25.17 | 24.36 | 30.4¢ |
| ©.646 | ©o3.74 | 81.68 1|

--------- L il bt EE TS )

Tatal 5034 5cal 59055 17870

33.21 33.47 33.32  100.00

STATISTICS TOR TARIE OF RACE_ETH BY C_INIPD

Statistic DF Valu~ Prob
Chi-Sguare 6 752.665 0.000
Likelihood Rvtin Chi-Square 6 733,029 0.000
1 ntel-Hacns=2l Chi-Square 1 662.859 0.000
Fhi Coefficicent 0.205
Contingency Crofficient 0.701
Cramer's V 0.145

Sample Size = 17870
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AFPPENDIX K

TUT SO AT T R PACE FIMNIG PY PIEY TACIOR CAFT SHTOMIE CONORT

1PRLE O PACT_FIN BY YR

rersogn ypP

[EEETTR |

[T S

[T T T |

Ty 11
)

LA | (XX
| &.n
1
|
1]

RERYTT LA 1 o
] I 2.70
| !
| |
4- +

ARLIN L | ' L 3Y
| 0. ] 7LAR
| 5. |
| 1. !

] - L I LR R R R L] - -

T | I el S S o TR T L3 o S I3 L B ALY B § A1
I 1015} evo°7 | 31.21 ) 11,084 1070 ) en.en
I 124 b 11071 12.089) 12.30 1 1107 §

I ez00 ) ©s02 | ©0.°2 | 90.87 | Ro.un |
. . - e e brmme . R $ommm et $o-mme o '3
Y} [RLH 170 1575 1500 yrrg 10772
10.¢0 10.61 12.23 .0 11.94  1n0.00
10-nl {nundy

PAOE AN yP

fraqnan-y |

Foreent |

P Fet |

-1 -t | Lid ] 84l

B I e L ’ ]

PLACY | az | 721 |
I 0.64 | 0.56 | ]

I 12.73 1 1nas | ]
I e6.22 g5.24 | I
R RSl EEEE D ERE Rl + 4+

Hisranic | o | 48 | |
| o0.23| o0.38 | |
| 10.22 1 17.08 | |
| 2.23 | 2.69 | I

R brommanma ] ]
omre ] 23 } 34 | [}
I 0.8 o0.27| |

1 6.731 9.9 | i

1 1.77 1 2.2 !

B e T T T [EE L LRt $omcmnnae frovecn=- L

3R] 4 ! 1166 | 1146 | 1450 | 962 | 11705
I 911 | e8.97|1 11.33] 7.52| <o.08
| 10012 | 9.9 12.60 | 8.36 |
| ao.¢8 | 83.15 | ®8.15 | 85.82 |

--------- R e d R PP Y PP PR PR TS TS ]

Tnrtal 1208 1300 1645 112} 12772

10.36 10.18 12.88 8.78 100.00
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY YR
Statfatir or Value Frohb
Chi-Squara 29 162,778 0.000
Litelihrnd Patio Chi-Squnre e 178.742 0.000
Mante] -Hacnazsal Chi-Square 1 53.270 0.000

Fhi Confficient 0.113
Contingency Coefficiant 0.112
Cramer'’s V 0.045

Sample Sire = 12772

108




"NT SQ IFESIS OF PACE/EIHNIC BY RISY. FACTOR-CAFT INZONF COHORT

TABLE OF RACE_
reer TN SOVRCE

Troquaney

|
I oyeent |
roret |
c~1 r~t A v Ive
---------- LR e R R
PIAT) | 185 | 171 ) 91
| 1.45 | 1.3 | 0.7
| 28.73 ) 26.55 1 14.13
| 3811 6.021 6.39
........... '__---—--._-——---_'--------
HISP G | 113 | 60 | 47
| o0.881 0.47 | 0.37
I 20.21 | 21.35 | 16.73
! 2.3zl zart 370
........... R el B kb R Ty Sy Sy,
omrn J 116 | 77 1 98
| o0.21 1 0.60) 0.77
] %3.92 | 22.51 | 28.65
| .39 ) 2,71 ] e6.88
- R e e m A ——— ferm——-— P
UMATF | 6947 | 2531 | 1188
I 2+.82 1 19.82 1| 9.20
| 28.65 1 22.00 | 10.33
| 91.48 | 89.15 | 83.43
e e e R L frmmcn--—
T~451 4861 2839 16926

STATISTICS FOR TABLE

Statistic

Chi-Square

L.ikelihood Ratio Chi-Square
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Squoare
Phi Coefficient

Contingency Cocfficient
Cramer's V

Sample Size = 12772

ETH BY SOURCE

ivo J¥E
$mmmm—m e L
| 111 | 70
} 0.8271 o0.55
! 17.26¢ ) 10.87
| 4.4} 8.¢8
L bt LT TP
t 28 | 28
|l 0.22] o0.22
| 9.9 1 9.9
t 1.12 | 3.47
prmmmmmee poemem e
| 26 | 13
| o0.zs8| o.10
| 10.53 | 3.80
| 1.44 | 1.61
R R
1 2223 | 695
t 18.19 | 5.1%
| 20.19 ] 6.0%
| ©02.99 | 86.23
L L
2698 805
19.56 6.31

—————

109

207.989
183.650
6.746
g.128
0.127
0.074

Total

644
5.04

281
2.20

342
2.68

11505
90.08

12772
100.00




CHE SO JFRIS OF PACE/ETHMNIC RY RISK FACIOR CAPT THZONE CONORY
TAPLE OF RACE_ETH BY GCTSM\I
PACE_ETN cCcISun

Froquency|
Porcent |

Py Pct |

Col Pet |<120 1>=120 | Total

--------- I et EE LT )

PLACK i 320 | 224 | 604
| 2.5t ] 2.5 &.04
| 49.69 | 50.31 |
I 13,43 ] 3.12 |

--------- L e EE L LY )

HISPANIC | 8s | 196 | 281
!l 0.7} 1.82] z.co
| 20.25 | 69.75 |
| 3.57 | 1.89 |

--------- IR R ey ]

OTHER I 76 | 766 | 340
| o0.60| 2.08| z.68
| 2.22 ) 77.78 |
I 3191 2.56 |

--------- L A AL LY )

HMYIE | 1902 1| 2403 | 11505
| 14.89 1 75.19 | 90.08
| 16.53 | 83.47 |
| 79.82 | 9c.43 |

--------- L et ittt L L )

Total 2783 10789 12772

18.66 81.34 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TAPLE OF RACE_ETH BY GCTSUM

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Sjuare 3 470.615 0.000
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 375.510 0.000
ifantel-Hacnszel Chi-Square 1 455.114 0.000
Fhi Coefficient 0.192
Contingency Coefficient 0.189
Cramer’'s V 0.192

Sample Size = 12772
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ENT S TESTS OF RACEZENNNIC BY PISK. FACIOR-CATT INZONE CONORT

TAELE OF PACE_E1H BY C_THIID

RACF_ETH C_THIRD

Frequency |

frrrent |

Rou Pt |

C>1 P=t | 1l 2| 3] Total

--------- I il TR TP |

BLACY ! 55 | 136 | 453 | 644
} ©0.43f 1061 3551 5.04
| 8.5¢ | 23.12 | 70.3% |
I 1281 3.17 1] 10.86 |

--------- L il L TP T §

HISPANIC | 59 | 77 ) 145 | 281
{ ©6.a61 o0.601 11.1a ] 2.2
| 21.00f 27.40 | 51.60 |
| 1.37 | 1.79 | 3.48 |

--------- L e N it Rt T R )

O1HER | 102 | 110 | 120 | 342
| o801} o0.851 1.02| 2.68
| 29.82 1 32.16 | 328.01 |
I 2.371 2.5 1 3121

--------- LR R it Rttt Rttt 1

FHITE I 4093 | 3968 | 2444 | 11505
I 32,051 31071 26.97 1 90.08
| 35.88 1 36.99 | 29.93 |
I 99.99 | 92.47 | 82.55 |

--------- L el D ok etk LY

Total 4309 4291 4172 12772

332.74 33.60 32.67 100.00

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square é 523,740 0.000
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 6 508.4°8 0.000
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 460.752 0.000
Fhi Coefficient 0.203
Contingency Confficient 0.198
Cramer's V 0.143

Sample Size = 12772
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tNT £ TESIS OF PACE/ETHNIC PY RISY. TACTOR-CATT INZONE COMORT

TABLF OF PACF_ETH BY OCCFID

PACE_ETN oCCriD

Froquency |

frreent |

pry Fet |

Col Fet  [AVIATOR [CBRTAMS |CRTSPT  |CSVCSPET | Total
--------- Ll BT B S Etk

PILACYK § 76 | 185 | 70 § 713 | 644

| o060 145 0.855| 2.45{| 5.04

| 11,80} 28.73 | 10.87 ] 48.60 )

§ 2.15 | 4.50 | 5.8¢ | 7.98 |
--------- I e i e B i
N1SPANIC | 71 | 81 | 39 | °0 | 281

| o5 | 0.63| 0.3t ] o0.70| 2.20

| 25.27 | =28.83 | 13,88 |} 3z.03}

I z.o1 |l 1.971 3.261 2.3 |
—————————— L L T T T DR
O1ER | 85 | 119 | 32 | 106 | 342

| 0.67 | 0.93 | 0.25 | 0.83 | 2.68

| ¢4.85 1 24.80 ) 9.36 | 20.99 |

| 2.40 | 2.89 | 2.67 | 2.70 |
--------- R e e B B et |
TMIIE | 3309 | 3727 | 1057 | 3612 | 11505

| 25.91 | 29.18 | 8.28 | 26.71 | 90.08

I 28.76 | 32.39 1 9.19 | 29.66 |

| 92.45 | 90.66 | 88.23 | 87.02 |
--------- LR e LR T P e e DAL LR T
Trtal 3541 4112 1198 3021 12772

27.72 32.20 9.38 30.70 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY OCCFLD

Stotistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 9 148.769 0.000
Likelihoed Ratio Chi-Square 9 156.211 0.000
Hontel-Haenzzel Chi-Square 1 127.631 0.000
Phi Coefficient 0.103
Contingency Coefficinnt 6.107
Cramer's V 0.062

Sample Size = 12772

112




CHY £ TFRIS OF PACE/FTHHNIC BY PYSK FACTOR-CATI INZOHE CONORT

TARLE OF RACE_EIN BY COCCriD

rACE_FINl coccrip

Troquency |

Fereant |

PR Pet |}

C~1 Pet  |AVIATOR [CRTARIIS [CBISPT  |CSVCSPT | Total
---------- L R e B Rt D DR PR Y E Ll kg

RIACY. | z8 | 171 | 76 | 259 | 644

I o0.20 | 1.3¢ | ©0.60] 2.81 | 65.0%

| s5.90) 26.55 ) 11.80 ] 55.75 }

Il 1781 462 | 5.70]| 6.66 |
--------- L L e e e L LT T ELL TR )
HISPANIC | 40 | 7% | 42 | 125 | 281

| o0.33 | o0.s8] ©0.33§ o0.°8| .20

} 14.23 ] 26.33 | 14.95 | 44.49 |

| 1.8 | 1.9t | 35| 2.32}
---------- L R et At t b L X EL LR 4
OVHER | 494 | 116 | 35 | 169 | 342

! o0.2¢ | o0.891 0.27} 1.17 | z2.68

! 12.87 1 33.23 1 10.23 | 43.57 |

| 2.03 | 2.96 | 2.63 | 2.76 |
--------- [ el e et EL LT
HIITE | 2050 | 3514 | 1180 | 4761 | 11505

| 16.05 | 27.51 | 9.2 | 37.28 | 90.08

} 17.82 | 20.5¢ | 10.26 | a1.38 |

| s4.28 | 90.73 | 88.52 | 88.26 |
--------- L et L P LY S LT LY P LD L 4
Total 2172 7873 1323 5204 12772

17.01 30.32 10.44% 42.23 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY COCCFLD

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Syuare 9 98.876 0.000
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 9 111.998 0.000
Hantel-Haenzzel Chi-Square 1 80.623 0.000
Fhi Coefficiont 0.088
Contingency Ceefficient 0.088
Cramer’'s V 0.051

Sample Sire = 12772
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TUT S0 TESIS OF RACE/ETHNIC RY RISY. FACTOR-CAFT INZONE COMORY
TABLE OF RACE_ETH RY CCLSHON
RACE_ETH CCLSHON

Frequoncy |
Frrecent |

Row Pct |
Col Pct |O It | Total
--------- [ R EEL T ey 3
BLACK ! 603 | a1 | 6494
| a.72 1 0.32] 5.04
I 93.63 | 6.37 |
| 4.97 | 6.38 |
--------- LR Rt S L P )
HISPANIC | 263 | 18 | 81
| 2.06 | 0.14 | 2.70
] oz.50 | 6.41 |
} 2.7 | 2.80 |
---------- IR R Rl B R Ry
OINER | 227 | 15 | 392
| 2.6 1 ©0.121 2.68
] 95.61 ] 4.39 |
I 2.701 2.331
--------- D el da L e LY )
WHITE | 10036 | 569 | 11505
| 85.62 1 4a.46 | 90.08
} 95.05 | 4.95 |
| 90.16 | 88.49 |
-------- B R et S L Ty S
Total 12129 643 12772
94.97 5.03 100.00

Statistic DF Value Preb
Chi-Square z 3.984 0.263
Litrelihood Ratin Chi-Sjuare 3 3.739 0.291
ltantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 3.074% 0.080
thi Coefficient 0.018
Contingency Coefficient 0.018
Cramer's V 0.018

Sample Size = 12772

114




APPENDIX L

CNT = TESTS OF RACE/ETHNIC BY RISK FACIOR-MAJ INZOME COMORT

TABLE OF RACE_ETM BY YR

PACE_ETH YR
Frnquency|
Fercent |
Rou Pet |
Col Pct | eol 81] Totnl
--------- LR et e TPy
BLACK | 18 | 28 | a6
| 1.40 | 2.18 | 3.57
I 39.13 | 60.87 |
I 2.971 4.11 )
--------- $rrmmmca e}
HISFANIC | 34 s | 8
I ©0.22] 0.39] o0.62
I 37.50 1 62.50 |
Il orn0ol 0.73 |
--------- L et e TRy 3
OTHER | 19 | 12 | 31
| 1.48 ] 0.93 | 2.41
| 61.29 ) 28.71 |
I 2.4 ] 1.76 |
--------- L L R e Ty
WHITE | 566 | 636 | 1202
I 43.98 ] 49.42 | 93.40
| 47.09 | 52.91 |
| 93.490 1| 93.39 |
--------- L e S L
Total €06 681 1287

47.09 52.91 100.00

STATISTIrS FOR TABLE OF PACE_EIH BY YR

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 3,974 0.264
Lik2lihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 3.997 0.262
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.586 0.446
Phi Coefficient 0.056
Contingency Coefficient 0.055
Cramer's V 0.056

Sample Size = 1287
WARHING: 257 of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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N1 =1 TESTS OF RACE/ETHMIC BY RISK FACTOR-HAJ INZOHE COMORT

PACT_FIN

Troquonry
Foreont
Pr~w F-t
Cn1 -t

TABLE OF RACE_ETIt BY SOURCE

SOURCE
|
|
|
I¥A |vB I%C I¥D IXE Ixx |
tommmmeee $meemmm— L L $rommmen I [
| i0 | 9| 6 | 10 | 8| 3|
! o0.781 o0.70 | ©0.47 | o0.781 ©0.62 ) o0.23|
] 21.7¢ | 19.87 | 13.0¢ | 2Y.74 | 17.39 | 6.52 |
{ 2481 3001 4.8 | 4,13} 6.a5} 3.45 |
L $urmmm——— $owemmnna e ——— LR L LTS L bl +
| 2| o 4 | o1 21 01
| o0.16| o0.00)| o0.31 | ©0.00| 0.16 | o0.00 |
| 25.00| o0.00|) s0.00| ©0.00| 25.001 o0.00 |
! o0s0l o000 303] o0.00| 1.611 o0.00 ]
[ L il L foccmccan demmemem L +
| 3] 3| 17 | 310 5 | o
| ©0.23| o90.23} 1.322| o0.23] o0.39] o0.00 |
I 9.681 9.68| 54.86 | 9.68 1 16.13 | 0.00 |
1 0.7¢ | 1.00 | 12.88 | 1.26 ] 4.03 | o0.00 |
LR et [ Povncceea LR L LR L Rl +
) 388 | 287 | 105 | 229 | 109 | 84 |
| 30.15 | 22,30} 8.16 | 17.79 | 8.97 | 6.53 |
| 32.28 ) 23.88|] 8.7¢4 1 19.051 9.071 6.99 |
| ©96.28 1 95.99 | 79.55 | 94.63 | 87.90 | 96.55 |
L ki L ke L o mea L e e - +
403 299 132 262 124 87
31.31 23.23 10.2 18.80 9.63 6.76
STATISTICS FOR TAPLE OF RACE_ETH BY SOURCE
Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 15 99.128 0.000
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 15 70.0647 0.000
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 4.549 0.033
Phi Coefficient 0.278
Contingency Coefficient 0.267
Cramer's V 0.160

Sample Size = 1287
HWARNING: 50Z of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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46
3.57

31
2.41

1202
93.40

1287
100.00




'H1 SQ TESIS OF PACE/ETHNIC BY RISY FACTOR-MAJ INZOME COMOTT
TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY GCTSUN
RACE_ETN GCTSU

Frequency |
Fercent |
Ruw Fct |
Col Pct |<120 ~=170 ] Total

LR R kR e S

-

|
* L}

BLACY. } 26 | 20 | 46
| 2.021 11.85 )] 3.57
] 56.52 | 43.48 |
I 12.9¢ | 1.84 |

--------- LRl L et D g ]

HISFANIC | 1| 71 8
| o0.08! 0.5 | 0.62
| 12.50 | 87.50 |
I o0.30] 0.6491

--------- R e D ]

OTHER | 4 | 27 | 3]
Il 0.3 | 2.10] 2.41
| 12.90 | 87.10 |
| 1.99 1 2.49 |

--------- L el Sbatatadatab bk 1

WHITE i 170 | 1022 | 1202
| 13.21 | 80.19 | 93.40
I 14.19 | 85.86 |
| 84.58 | 95.03 |

--------- L et bttt g 4

Total 201 1086 1287

15.62 84.38 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY GCTSUM

Statistic DfF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 60.617 0.000
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 42.641 0.000
Mintel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 B1.12 0.000
Fhi Coefficient 0.217
Contingency Coefficient 0.212
Cramer's V 0.217

Saomple Size = 1287
HARMINGs 257 of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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¢tHT SN TESIS OF PACE/ETHHIC BY RISY. FACTUR MA) IMZONE COHORT

TABLE OF RACE_ETH RY C_THIMD

RACE_ETH C_THIRD
Frequency)
Porcent |
Row Pct |
Col Pct | 1l 2) 3| Total
--------- LR et R R R el
BLACY. | 71 8 | 3] | 46
I o085 | 0.621 2.41 | 3.57
I 15,221 17.39 | 67.39 |
I 1.28 | 1.90 | 9.69 |
--------- L Ty e ek }
HISPANIC | | 310 4 | 8
| o081 0.23| 0.311 o0.62
| 12.50 | 37.50 | 50.00 |
|l o0.181 o0.711 1.25 |
--------- LR ettt EL Ly e 3
OTHER | 17 | 10 | q | 31
I 1.32 | o0.78 1 0.31 | 2.491
I r4.86 | 32.26 1 12.90 |
! 3.11 |} 2.38 | 1.25 |
--------- L e et R il
HHITE ! 522 | 399 | 281 | 1202
| 40.56 | 31.00 | 21.83 | 93.40
| 43.43 1 33.19 | 23.38 |
| 95.43 | 95.00 | 87.81 |
--------- D et Ty et
Total 547 20 320 1287

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY C_THIRD

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 6 £2.8°8 0.000
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Squnre [ 45.976 0.000
Nantel-Haenszel Chi-Square | 32.909 0.000
Fhi Coefficient 0.203
Contingency Coefficient 0.199
Cramer‘'s V 0.143

Sample Size = 1287
HARNING: 257 of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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rMY1 "7 TFSTS OF PACE/ETHNIC BY RISY TACTOR-UA) INZONME COMORT
TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY OCCFLD
RACE_ETH OCCFLD

Frequency |
Forcent |
pPow Pet |
Col Pct  [AVIATOR |CBTARS ICBISPT  |CSVCSPT | Total

L L TT Ty oyl s YRy SIS SRy S A

L ] 4 4 4+ 4

BLACY. } 51 14 | 6 | 21 46
} 90.3%] 1091 047} 1.63 ) 3.57
I 10.87 1 320.43 | 13.04 | 45.65 |
I 146} 2.76 1 5.31 | 6.46 |

--------- L L TRy B el TR L L ]

HISPANIC 1§ o 34 14 4 | 8
| o0.001 o0.221| o0.081 0.31 | 0.62
| o0.00] 37,501 12.50 | 50.00 |
I o00| o0.59] 0.8 | 1.23|

--------- LR el R PP TR L LTy P L DT )

OINFR | 74 15 | 2} 7 1 31
] 0.5 | 1171 0.6 1] 0.5 | 2.41
| 22.581 48.39 | 6.45 | 22.88 |
1 20581 2.9 1 1.77 1 2.15 |

--------- L e AL L TRy T et ELL DL LS )

WHITE ] 330 | 475 | 104 | 293 | 1202
| 25.66 )] 36.91 | 8.08| 22.77 | 93.40
| 27451 39.82 ] 8.65| 29.28 |
| 9.49 | 93,69 | 92.06 | 90.15 |

--------- L il ettt LT TP TY LT ELEEE )

Total 162 507 113 328 1287

26.57 39,39 8.78 25.25 100.00
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF PACE_ETH BY OCCFLD

Statistic DF Value Prob

Chi-Sjuare 9 19.784% 0.019

Likeclihood Ratio Chi-Sjuare 9 21.165 0.012

tantcl-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 16.095 0.000

Phi Coefficient 0.124

Contingency Coefficient 0.123

Cramer's V 0.072

Sample Size = 1287
HARMING: 387 of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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{11 £Q TESIS OF PACE/ETHNIC BY RISK TACIOR-HAD INZONE COMORT
TABLE OF RACE_EIN BY COCCFLO
RACE_ETN COCCFID

Frequency|
Forcent |
Row Pct |
Col Pct |JAVIATOR |CBTARMS [CBTSPT ICSVCSPT | Total

L 4 ]

BLACK | 1 12 | 71 26 | 46
| o0.08| o0.93} 0.5 |1 2.021 3.87
i 2.17 | 26.091 15.22 1| s¢.52 |
I} 041 | 24451 S85.651 .02 1|

--------- L e L R )

HISFANIC | 14 3| 1 3 8
| o.08] o0.23| o0.081 0.23] o0.62
| 12.50 | 37.50 | 12.50 | z7.50 |
| o041 o0.61 1 o0.81 | .69 |

--------- R L Y R el LT Y R T )

O1HF R i 4 | 16 | 2| 9 | 31
i o0.311} 1.2 1| 0.6 1 o0.70 | 2.4}
I 12,90 | S51.61 | 6.45 | 29.03 |
| 1.66 } .27 4 1.6y | z.08 |

--------- [ e A ey e s )

WMITE [ 225 | 459 | 134 | 394 | 1202
| 18.26 1| 35.66 | 8.86 1 30.61 | 93.40
| 19.55 1 28.19 | 9.48 1| 32.78 )
| 97.581 | 93.67 | 91.9 | 91.20 |

--------- L R et LT LT EEY TP TS )

Total 241 490 124 432 1287

18.73 38.07 9.63 33.57 100.00
STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY COCCFLD

Statistic DF Value Prob

Chi-Sjquare 9 20.703 0.014

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 9 23.630 0.005

Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 15.405 0.000

Frhi Coefficient 0.127

Contingency Coeofficient 0.12

Cramer'‘s V 0.073

Sample Size = 1287
HARNING: 387 of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.




‘L SN IFSTIS OF PACEZETHNIC BY RISY FACTOR MAY INZOME CONORT

TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY NCLSRES

PACE_ETH HCLSRES

Freguency|

Fercent |

Row Pct |

Col Fct |oO n I Total

--------- AL DL IR Rl B To¥ ]

BLACY. { 28 | 18 | a6
I 2.18 | 1.40 | 3.57
| 60.87 | 39.13 |
] 346471 3.75 |

--------- L Y P L L LY §

HISFANIC | 5| 31 8
| 0.39 | 0.23 | 0.62
| 62.50 | 37.50 |
| 0.62 | 0.63 |

--------- R e RO LYY

OTHER ] 2o | 11 | 31
I 1.55} 0.85 ] 2.91
| 64.52 | 7?5.48 |
| 2.a8 ) 2.29 )

--------- L et )

HHITE I 759 | 448 | 1702
| 58.59 | 34.31 | 93.40
| 62.73 | 37.27 |
| 92.43 ] ©3.33 |

--------- LR R Lt e P )

Totnl 807 480 1287

62.70 37.30 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF PACE_ETH BY MCLSRES

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chij-Square 3 0.1J0 0.991
Lik2lihood Patio Chi-Square 3 0.110 0.991
tiantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.028 0.845
Fhi Cocfficicnt 0.009
Contingency Coofficient 0.009
Cramer‘'s V 0.009

Sample Size = 1287
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TSN VESER OF PACESETHNIC BY RISY FACTOR MAD THZOMNE COHONY

TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY HOCCFLD

RACF_ETH MOCCFLD
Frequency|l
Fercont |
P~ Fet |}
Crl ot FAVIATOR [CBTARNS |CBISPT  JCSYVCSPT | Total
---------- LR Rtk R L R R |
PLACY. | 21 10 |} 8| 25 | a6
| o016 o0.78} ©0.621 =2.02 )] 3.57
I a4.35 | 21.74 | 17.39 | s6.52 |
| o085 | 2.581| 5.33 ] 6.58 |
--------- L L T Tl LA DL L TY TPy )
HISFANIC | 11 3| 1] 3] 8
| o081 o0.23}) ©0.08) 0.23] 0.62
| 12,50} 37.50 | 12.50 | 37.50 |
| o0.281 0.7271 .0.67 1 0.76 |
--------- L el B e it 3
oirR I 8 | 12 | 6 | 5 | 31
I o0.621 0.93 ] 0.47 1 0.39 ] 2.6}
| 25.81 | 38.71 | 19.35 | 16.13 |
| 2.26 | 3.091 4.00 | 1.27 |}
--------- L e e S R ket |
HHIIE I 343 | 363 | 135 | Z61 | 1202
| 27,65 | 28.21 ) 10.49 | 28.05 | 93.40
. c8.5¢ | 30.20) 11.23 | zo.03 |
| 9.89 | 93.86 | 90.00 | 91.39 |
-------- L L R LY 2 L el St tatad §
Total 354 288 150 295 1287

27.51 30.15 11.66 30.69 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY MOCCFLD

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 9 27.595 0.001}
Lilelihood Ratio Chi-Square 9 20.762 0.000
ntel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 18.931 0.000
Phi Coefficient 0.1496
Contingency Cozfficient 0.145
Cramer's V 0.085

Somple Size = 1287
HARNING: 317 of the cells have expecied counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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M1 =7 1ESI5 OF PACE/ETHNIC BY RISK FACIOR-IAD IHNZOME CoOHORT
TABLE OF RACE_ETH RY MILSNON
RACE_ETH HILSNON

Frequancy|
Percent |

Rew Pet |
Col Pct |0 31 1 Total
--------- L et DRy Y Y
BLACK | 38 | 8 | 46
| 2.95 | 0.62 | 3.57
| 82.61 | 17.39 |
I 2451} 4.30 |
--------- L e ik
HISFANIC | 8 | o | 8
I ©0.621 o0.001 ©0.62
| 100.00 1 o0.00 |
| ©0.723)1 o.00 |
--------- L e L LTy
OTMHER { 26 | s | 31
I 2021 0.39} 2.41
| 83.87 1 16.13 |
1 2.36 ) 2.69 1}
--------- L el e LTy )
HNTIE ] 1029 | 173 | 1202
| 79.95 | 13.44 | 93,90
I 85.61 1 14.39 |
| 93.46 | o3.01 |
--------- R et ST L LS |
Total 1101 186 1287

85.55 14.45 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY MILSHNON

Statistic DF Value Prob

Chi-Square 3 1

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 2

Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.09

’hi Coefficient 0.037

Contingency Coefficient 0.

Cramer's V 0.037

Sample Size = 1287

HARNING: 25/ of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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APPENDIX M

SFLECITON T0 CAPT BY RACE_ETH3 MATCHED OM SOURCE=XA, 'R

TARLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

PACE_ETH CSEL
Frequency |
Forcent )
P~w Pct |
Col Pct (O |
--------- Y kit 4
BLACK | 168 |
I 2.18 §
| 47.19 |
} 7.08 1
--------- L ]
HISPANIC | 67 |
I o.87 |
| z28.73 |
i 2.81 1
--------- LR it |
OINER | 73 |
{f o0.95 |
! 37.82 |
| 3.06 |
--------- L ]
WHITE | 2074 |
1 26.94 |
| 29.72 |
I 87.07 )
--------- L e )
Total 2182
30.94

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_

Statistic

———— g ——— ——

— ——
rn
2
—

6978
90.62

————

7700
100.00

ETH BY CSEL

Value

e o et e = = - -

Chi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square
ttantel-Haenszel Chi-Square
fhi Coefficient

Centingency Cozfficient
Cramer's V

Sample Size = 7700
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SFTTCITON 10 CAFT RY RACFE_ETH; {1AICHED ONH CCISUNN <170

TABLF OF PACF_ETM BY CSFL

PACE_ETH CSFL
Frequency |
Frrecont ]
P~ Fct |
Col Pct |0
_________ Q_-_——---
PLAC) ] 142
] 5.96
| 44.38
1 17.40
......... Prmammmw-
HISPANIC | 36
| 1.51
| 2.7
1 4.
_________ frmmm——— .
OTHER | 29
| 1.22
I 28.16
| 3.55
......... prrcmmm- ——
WHITE { ¢09
| 25.56
| 2.0z
| 74.63
_________ P
Total 816
34.2

- — - e —
n
n
-
w

¢ o em am e ¢ e ———

I Tot:

320
13.43

L

| 14
| 3.57
i

|

76
3.19

2283

Chi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square
tantel-Haenszel Chi-Square
Phi Coefficient

Contingency Ceefficicent
Cramer's V

Somple Size = 2383
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TEIFCTION 1A CAPT BY RACE_EIHs HMATCHED oM C_TIIMD=3

TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

RACE_ETH CSEL
fFrequoncy |
Fercent |
pou Pct |
Col Pct |oO hn | Tetrt
--------- L etk B T
PLACK | 209 | 244 | ane
} 5.00 1 5.851) 10.86
I 46.1¢ | 53.85 |
| 12.93{ 9.55 |
--------- L e EL LT T ]
HISPANIC | 62 | 83 | 145
| 1.49 | 1.99 | .48
} 42.76 | 57.26 |
| 3.83 | 3.25 |
--------- LR e Dttt 4
OIHER | 59 | 71 | 1720
I 1.¢1 ] 17201 3.12
| 45.28 | 54.62 |
I 3651 2.78 1
--------- L et L L LY |
WNITE { 1287 | 2157 | 3444
} 20.85 | 51.70 | BZ.S5
1 37.37 | 2.63 |
| 79.59 | B84.42 |
--------- [ bt Lt e Py )
Total 1617 2655 4172

38.76 61.2% 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 16.572 0.001
Likelihood Patio Chi-~-Square 3 16.3235 0.001
tantel-Haensz2l Chi-Square 1 15.179 0.000
Fhi Coefficient 0.063
Contingency Coefficient 0.063
Cramer's V 0.063

Sample Size = 64172
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TFLOJO CAPTUATCHED ON SOURCE=YA/T,GCCTSUII<I170,C_THTIIN=3

TAPRLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

PACE_ETH CSEL
Froquency|
Parcent |
Row Pt |
c~l Pct O
--------- ._-------
BLACK | 83
| 8.69
| s52.87
| 18.24
--------- ._-------
HISPANIC | 26
i 2.72
| 59.09
I 5.7
_________ R
OTHER i 18
| 1.88
| 48.65
I 3.96
--------- L
WHITE | 328
| 34.35
| 45.75
| 7z.09
_________ e m——--—
Total 455
47.64%

———————

Total

157
16.44%

44
4.61

37
3.87

717
75.08

955
100,00

- o = - - Y = = T S 53 a > W -

Chi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square
Phi Coefficient

Contingency Coefficient
Cramer's V

Sample Size = 955
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APPENDIX N

SCEECTIOM 10 CAPT BY PACE_ETH3 MAICHED ON SOUPCE=YC,ND . ME MY
TABLE OF PACE_EIN BY OSEL
RACE_ETN CSEL

Frequancy |
Percent |

Pouw Pct |

C»~l Pct o i1 | Total

e Dttt L +

BLACF. i 90 | 198 | 288
) 1.77 ] 3.90 ) 5.68
] 21.25 | 68.75 )

1 9.37) «.82 |

R el ALt L T Y PEL PP

HISPANIC | 20 | 88 | 108
| 0.39 | 1.76 | 2.13
| 18.52 | 81.48 |
| 2.08 | 2.14 |

--------- IR A e R D 2

OTHER i 31 4 118 | 149
| 0.61 | 2.33 | 2.%
| co.81 ) 79.19}
| 3,23 | 2.87 |

--------- I R R T Y )

WHITE | 820 | 3707 | 4527
| 16.17 1 73.09 | 89.2%
| 18.11 | 81.87 |
1 85.23 1 ©90.17 |

--------- L e P e e Y ]

Total 961 411} 072

18.95 81.05 100.00

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 30.782 0.000
Likelihocd Ratio Chi-Square 3 27.287 0.000
lfantel-Haenszel Chi-Square | 26.479 0.000
Fhi Cocfficient 0.078
Contingency Coefficient 0.078
Cramer's V 0.078

Sample Size = 5072
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SERTCTION 10 CAFT BY PRACE_ETHls MATCHED OH GCISWny >=120

TARLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

RACE_ETH CSEL

Frequency|

Percont |

Pow Pot |

Cel Pct O N I Total

--------- L L D Y 2

BLACY. | 116 | zo8 | 29
I 1121 2.001 3.12
] 35.80 | 6%.20 |
| .59 | 2.65 ]

--------- AL DL T L T T )

MAISFPANIC | 51 | 145 | 196
| 0.49 } 1.40 | 1.89
I 26.02 | 73.08 |
I 2.02 | 1.849 |

--------- L R s ]

OTHER | 75 | 191 | 266
| 0.721 1.86] 2.56
| 28.20 | 71.80 |
I 2.97 1 2.43 }

--------- [ el ELEL ALY

HNITE | 2285 | 7318 | 9603
| 21.99 ] 70.44 | 92.43
| 23.79 1 76.21 |
| 90.42 | 93.08 |

--------- L L L DT 2

Tnotal 2527 7862 10389

26.32 75.68 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 27.12 0.000
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 25.118 0.000
Nantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 26.183 0.000
Phi Coefficient 0.051
Coentingency Coofficient 0.051
Cramex's V 0.051

Sample Size = 10389
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SFITCTION TO CAFT BY RACE_EIN3 MAICHED OM C_1HIrD=1,Z

TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

RACE_ETH CSEL

Frequency|

Percent |

Row Pct |

Col Pct |O i1 | Total

--------- L e S LT §

BLACK | 49 | 142 | 191
I o871 165} 2.2
| 25.65 1 74.35 |
| 2.86) 2.07!

--------- deccmenmnpoacnnnnny

HISPANIC | 25 | 111 | 136
| o©0.29 | 1.29 | 1.58
| 18.28 | 81.62 |
| 1.45 | 1.61 |

--------- L I TP S LY )

OTMER | 45 | 167 | 212
! o0.52 1 1.9 | 2.47
| 21.23 ) 78.77 |
I 2611 2.643 1|

--------- L Lt TR )

WHITE | 1607 | 6454 | 8061
| 318,691 75.05 | 93.73
| 19.94 | 80.06 |
] 93.11 ] o2.89 )

--------- L et AL LTS

Total 1726 6874 8600

20.07 79.93 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 4.22 0.278
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 4.001 0.261
lantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 2.370 0.12%
Phi Coefficient 0.022
Contingency Coefficient 0.022
Cramer's V 0.022

Sample Size = 8600
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TFIL 10 CAFTIMATCIED ON SOURCE =¥C/D.’E/¥,GCTSUN>=120,C_1N1MD-1,2
TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL
PACE_ETH CSEL

Frequeney |

frrcent |
P Pct |
C»1 Pct |0 11 | Total
--------- L LD Y R 4
BLACK | 12 | 56 | (1]
i o.25 | 1.62 | 1.97
| 17.65 | 82.35 |
I 2.41 ] 1.89 |
--------- (bt Ll ey R Y ]
HISPANIC | 6 | 50 | 56
I 0.17 | 1.45 | 1.62
| 10.71 | 89.29 |
| 1.2 | 1.69 |
--------- et T L LY
OTHER | 16 |§ 82 | 98
| o046 2.37 1 2.83
I 16.33 | B3.67 |
| 3.221 2.727)
--------- L e 4
HNI1E i 663 | 2775 | 228
| 13.28 | 860.20 | 93.58
| 14.30 ) 85.70 |
| 93.16 | 9%.66 |
--------- L e D 3
Total 497 2963 3460

14.26 85.64 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

Stotistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Sjuare 3 1
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 2 1
Hontel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.
Phi Ceefficient 0.021
Contingency Ceefficient 0
Cramer's V 0

Sample Size = 3660
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APPENDIX O

SFL TU CAPTSUAICHNID Ot C_INIPD-1

TARLE OF RACF_EIM BY CSEL

PACE_ETH CSEL

Frrquency |

Percent |

Pow Pct |}

Col Pct O I | Total

--------- AL LRIt R LA ]

BLACK t 10 | 45 | £5
| o©0.231 11.06 | 11.28
| 18.18 | 8).82 |
I 1.821 1.231

--------- L Lk Stttk 4

HISPANIC | 81l 51 | 59
| o0.191 11.181 1.37
I 13.5 | 86.49 |
! 1.221) 1.640}

--------- L e EEEL LT LY §

OTNHER | 17 1 85 | 102
| o¢.391 1.97 1| 2.37
1 16.67 | 83.33 |
I 2.5 | 2.33 |

--------- Lt LT LY Y

HHITE I 622 1 3471 | 4o0o3
| 14.43 | B80.55 ] 94,99
| 15.20 | 84.80 |
I $4.67 | 95.06 |

--------- D it bl 3

Total 657 3652 4%009

15.25 84.75 100.00

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 0.664 0.882
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 0.647 0.886
Mantel-Haznzzel Chi-Square 1 0.179 0.672
Phi Ceefficient 0.012
Centingency Cocfficient 0.012
Cromer's V 0.012

Sample Size = 4309
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SEL 10 CAPTIMATCHED ON SOURCE=NC,'D

TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

RACE_ETH CSEL

Frequency|
Parcent |
Rzw Pct
Col Fct

R L LT T

@ e — e —————— e - — -
-
[+ ]
o
~

G e - P e - w— = P S G aE - ¢ =

1 | Total
-------- ¢
141 | 202
3.0 | 5.15
69.80 |
%.37 |
-------- [}
61 | 75
1.5 | 1.9
81.33 |
1.89 |
-------- )
107 | 1364
2.73 |  3.42
79.85 |
3.32 |

| 351}
79.32 | 89.82

|

t

3224 3922
8z2.2 100.00

Chi-Square

Likelihood Ratin Chi-Square
lantel-Hacnszel Chi-Square
Fhi Ccofficient

C~ntingency Ccefficient
Cramer's V

Sample Size = 3922
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SFL 10 CAPTSMATCNED OH 137-GCY<=140

TABLE OF RACE_ETH RY CSEL

RACE_ETH CSEL

Frequency|
Percent |
Row Pct
Col Pct

B R bl b TR P Ay

@ e e e —— = ——. G — " w— & - -
[ -]
0
~

Total

17
0.65

33
1.26

65

2505
95.61

2620
100.00

- - - - - - -

Chi-Square

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square
Phi Coecfficient

Contingency Coefficiant
Cramer's V

Sample Size = 2620
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~F), 16 CAFFSHMATCHED ON C_INIRD=) ,SOURCE=XC, D, 137<GCT<=160

TABLE OF PACE_ETH BY CSEL

PACE_EIN CSEL

Frequency |

Fercent |

pou Pet |

Col Pct |0 P I Tetal

--------- L il S DL LY )

BLACK | ol 2 | 2
| o0.00)] 0.29} 0.29
{ o0.00 | 100.00 |
I o0.00| o0.321

--------- [ et St LTy )

Hispanic | ol 4 | [
I o0.00| o0.57 1 o0.57
| o0.00 | 100.00 |
I o0.00) o0.65]1

--------- R bl Bl E R T

OTHER | 3| 21 1 24
{1 o0.93} 3011 3.4
| 12.50{ 87.50 |
I 380t 3.39]

--------- Rt BT T )

WHITE I 76 | 592 | 668
| 10.89 1 84.81 | 95.70
| 11.28 | 88.62 |
| 96.20 | 95.64 |

--------- e AL RS

Total 79 619 698

11.32 88.68 100.00

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 0.801 0.849
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square . 3 1.476 0.688
Mantel-Hoenszel Chi-Square 1 0.301 0.583
Fhi Ceefficient 0.034
Contingency Coefficient 0.024
Cramer's V 0.034

Sample Size = 698
HARNING: 637 of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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SEL TO CAPTI;NATCHED ON C_THIPD-2

TABLE OF RACE_EIH RY CSEL

RACE_ETH CSEL

Frequency |

Porcent |

Row Pct |

Col Pct |O B | Total

--------- L ALY EES LY §

BLACK | 39 | 97 1 134
| o0.911 2.26 | 3.17
| 28.68 1) 71.32 |
I 3.651 3.01]

--------- L et R T TP )

HISPANIC | 17 | 60 | 77
| 0.40 | 1.40 | 1.79
| 22.08 11 77.92 |
| 1.59 ) 1.86 |

--------- L bt TRy )

OTHER | 28 | 82 | 110
! 0651 1191 ] 2.5
} 25.45 | 74.55 |
I 2.6z | .55 |

--------- Lt LT LY )

WIITE J 985 | 2983 | 3068
| 22.96 | 69.52 1 92.47
| 2¢.82 | 75.18 |
| 92.14 | 92.58 |

--------- L R S R J

Total 1069 3222 4291

24.91 75.09 100.00

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 1.395 0.707
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 1.372 0.712
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.467 0.494
Phi Coefficient 0.018
Contingency Coefficient 0.018
Cramer's V 0.018

Sample Size = 4291
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SFL 1O CAPTHIATCHMED CON SOURCE-NE, /X

TABLE OF RACE_ETH PY CSFL

RACE_ETH CSEL

Frequoncey |

Porzont |

Pou Pt )

Col Fct o i1 | Total

--------- L R e

BLACK, \ 29 | 57 | 84
] 2.52 | 4.96 | 7.48
| 33.72 ) 66.28 |
{ 1103 | ¢.43 |

--------- A Y Ty

HISPANIC | 6 | 27 | 33
| 08521 2.351 2.87
| 18.18 | 81.82 |
] 2.28 1 3.04)

--------- L it E LY

OTHER | 9 | 11 | 15
| 0.35 | 0.9 ] 1.30
| 26.67 | 73.33 |
] 1.52 | 1.26 )

--------- LR ittty §

WHITE i 224 | 792 | 1016
{ 1948 | ¢8.87 | 88.25
| 22.05 | 77.95 |
I 85.17 | 89.29 |

--------- At it

Total 263 8s7 1150

22.87 77.13 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_E1Il BY CSEL

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 6.664 0.083
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 6.182 0.103
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 4.476 0.034
Phi Coefficient 0.07¢6
Contingency Coefficient 0.074
Cramer's V 0.076

Sample Size = 1150
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SCL 10 CAFTSHAICHED ON 107-GUT<=127

TARLE OF RACE_E1H BY CSEL

PACE_ETH CREL

Frequency|

Percent |

Row Pt |

Col Pct |0 I | Total

--------- LR D e R et

BLACK, | 219 | 320 | 539
| 2.29 | 3,35 | 5.65
| 40.63 1 £59.37 |
| 8.46 1 46.60 1|

--------- L L e Rt R LR ]

HISPANIC | 72 | 158 | 270
! o0.75 | 1.66 | 2.41
| 31.20 ) 68.70 |
| 2.78 | 2.27 |

--------- L et EEE P LY )

OIHER | 81 | 179 | 260
f o.85 | 1.88 | 2.72
! 31.15 | e€8.85 |
i 3,13 | 2.57 |

--------- LR et TEL P )

HHITE I 2217 | 6298 | 8515
I 23.23 | 65.99 | 89.z22
| 26.04 | 73.96 |
| 85.63 | %0.55 |

--------- L et L L LY ]

Total 58 6985 544

9
.13 72.87 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

Statistic DF Value
Chi-Sguare 3 59.006
Likelihood Ratin Chi-Square 3 54.997
Nant21l-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 £7.009
Fhi Coefficiont 0.079
Centingency Cocfficient 0.078
Cramer's V 0.079

Sample Size = 9544
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SFL 10 CATLIUAICHED oM C_TNIRD=2 ,SUMPCE =YL ,¥¥,,107<GCT- =137

TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

RACE_ETH CSEL
Frequency |
Prrcoent |
Row Fet |
Col Fct |oO I | Total
--------- L R Rk
RLACK { 6 | 15 | P |
| 2.63| 6.588 ] 9.21
| 28.87 | 71.43 |
I 10.71t 8.72 |
------ it St et R LTS
HISPANIC | 2 1| s | 7
I o0.88 | 2.19 | 3.07
| 28.57 | 71.43 |
1 3871 2.91 |
--------- L D il LTS
OTHER } 01 % | 4
I o0.00 ) 1.75 | 1.75
| o©0.00 | 100.00 |
| o0.00 | 2.31§
--------- L ity |
HHITE | %8 | 148 | 196
| 21.05 | 64.91 | 85.96
I 29.49 | 75,81 |
I 85.71 1 B86.05 |
--------- Lttt el DL Y
Total 56 172 22

24.56 75.44 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TAPLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 1.546 0.672
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 2.490 0.477
Hantel-Haenzzel Chi-Square 1 0.12% 0.728
Phi Coefficient 0.082
Contingency Coefficient 0.082
Cramer's V 0.082

Sample Size = 228
HARNING: 38Z of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid teat.
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SCL TO CAFTSMATCHED OM C_THIRD=3

TAPLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSFL

RACE_ETH CSFL
Trequency |
Percont |
Row Pct |
C~1 Pet |0
......... e m
PLACK | 209
I s.01
I 46.14
| 12.93
......... e L
HISPANIC | 62
|  1.49
| «2.76
| 3.83
_________ o=
OTHER { 59
I 1.4
| a5.28
H 3.65
--------- .—----_—_
VITE | 1787
| 20.85
1 37.37
I 79.59
......... P
Total 1617
28.76

Chi-Square

Likelihood RPatio Chi-Square
Hantel-Haenszel Chi-Square
Fhi Ceefficient

Contingency Coefficient
Cramer's V

Sample Size = 4172

- n e mm i G — e T - mE G S e

! Total

244 | 453
.85 | 10.86

83 | 145
1.99 |} 3.48
57.24 |

3.25 |
------ ~4
711 120
1.70 | 3.12
54,62 )
2.78 |
------- +
2157 | 2444

51.70 | 82.55
2.63 |
84.492 |

]
]
]
]
t
]
'
-+

2555 4172
61.24 100.00
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SFL 10 CAFTIHATCHED ON SOURCE=NA, R

TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

RACE_ETH CSEL
Frequency
Fercent |
Row Pct |
Col Pct O 3] |l Total
--------- oo cnnay
BLACK I 168 | 188 | 356
I 2181 2.4 ) 4,62
I 47.19 1 s2.81 |
Il 7.081 3.86 |
--------- L el Bt DT Py
HISPANIC | 67 | 106 | 173
I o0.87 ] 1.281 2.z28
I 28.73 | 61.27 |
I z.81 | 1.99 |
--------- L e Bt T TNy
OTHER ] 73 | 1z0 | 103
|  0.95 | 1.5¢ | 2.51
| 37.821 é62.18 |
I 3061 2.261
--------- L LT LT pupupr Y
HHITE | 2074 | 4904 | 6978
| 2¢6.90 | 63.69 1 90.62
| 29.72 | 70.28 |
| 87.07 1 92.22 |
--------- L el L Ty
Total 2282 5318 7700

30.94 69.06 100.00

STATISTICS FOR TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

Statistic DF Value
Chi-Square 3 £8.063
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 1 54.693
Mantel-Hacnszel Chi~Square 1 57.029
Phi Coectficient 0.087
Contingency Coefficient 0.006
Cramer's V 0.087

Somple Size = 7700
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SFL TO CAFTIMATCHED ON B1<=GCT<=107

TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

RACE_ETH CSEL

frequency |

Porcent |

Rou Pet |

Col Pct {0 13 } Total

--------- R s ELL LY )

PLACK | 26 | 35 | 61
| 14.99 | 19.94 | 33,89
I a42.62 | s7.78 {

I 32.91 | 364.65 |
--------- L et Sttt T )
HISPANIC | 6 | 2 8

| 3.33 | 1.1 | 4.44

| 75.00 | 25.00 |

| 7.59 1 1.08 |
--------- Rt R
OTIIER | 1| 11 2

| 0.56 | 0.56 | 1.11

| s0.00 ) so0.00 |

J 1.27 1 0.99 |
--------- R A EE LT L Y ]

WHITE ] 46 | 63 | 109
} 25.5 I 325.00 | 60.56
| «2.c0 1 s7.80 |
| s88.23 1 62.28 |

--------- L L L Y ]

Total 79 101 180

43.89 56.11 100.00

Statistic DF Value Frob
Chi-3quare 3 3.340 0.342
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 3.392 0.335
ffantel-Haznszel Chi-Square 1 0.087 0.768
Phi Coefficient 0.126
Contingency Cocfficient 0.135
Cramer's V 0.136

Sample Size = 180
HARNING: 507 of the cells have evpected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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Tr1 10 CAPTSHATCONED ON C_THIRD=3,SOURCE=XA,XP,R1<=GCT<=107

TABLE OF RACE_ETH BY CSEL

RACE_ETH CSEL

Frequency |

Porcent |

Row Fct |

Col Pct O 11 | Total

--------- L ey T ALtk ]

RLACY. | 16 | 16 | 30
| 15.05 1 17.20 | 32.26
| 46.67 | 53.33 |
| 2z9.17 | 35.56 |

--------- frommcccc e mm—en}

HISPANIC | 5 1 ol 5
| 5.28] o0.00} 5.38
| 100.00 ) 0.00 |
| 10,42 { 0.00 |

--------- dmmmmrc e ————}

O1HER | 1| (| 1
| 1.08{ o0.00} 1.08
| 100.00 | 0.00 |
| =2.081 ©0.00]|

--------- [ et R L L L L L

HMITE | 28 | 29 | 57
! 30.11 | 31.18 | 61.29
| «49.12 | 50.88 |
| 58.33 | é4.446 |

--------- L R e Y L s

Total 43 45 93

51.61 48.39 100.00

Statistic DF Value Prob
Chi-Square 3 6.060 0.109
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 3 8.372 0.039
Mantcl-Haenszel Chi-Square 1 0.017 0.898
Fhi Coefficient 0.255
Contingency Coefficient 0.247
Cramer's V 0.255

Sample Size = 93
HARNING: 507 of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test.
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